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Current Topics. 


The Espionage Charge. 

THE TRIAL of Mr. BerrRAM STEWART, solicitor, of the firm 
of Markey, Stewart & Co., on a charge of espionage is 
proceeding at Leipzig, but since it is to take place in camerdi, the 
exact nature of the charge and the evidence in support of it are 
likely to remain secret. It is, of course, extremely improbable 
that there is any evidence worthy of the name at all, and the 
case, we imagine, is merely an example of the curious 
nervousness about the visits of foreigners, which appears to 
prevail in Germany, and which, perhaps, is not altogether 
absent in this country. It will pass, just as the idea that there 
is some antagonism between the two countries will pass; pro- 
vided, at least, that the mutual good feeling between Germans 
and Englishmen as individuals is not overborne by official and 
diplomatic action. But meanwhile it produces unpleasant and 


quite needless consequences. 
. 


Actions Against Judges of the Superior Courts. 
WE NOTICED recently (ante, p. 219) the case in which Mr. Justice 
RIDLEY, having been informed that the fees of a special jury 
were due and unpaid, ordered that the clerk of the solicitors, 
whose duty it was to provide them, should be detained in the 
custody of the tipstaff until the money was produced, Mr. 
Justice RmLEY made afterwards a statement in court as to the 
reasons by which he was guided in the action which he took, and 
mentioned that he had been threatened with an action by the 
clerk who had been detained. The Pall Mall Gazette, in a para- 
graph commenting on these facts, after observing that actions 
against judges as judges have been extremely rare, adds that there 
seem to have been none against a judge of the High Court. This 
statement requires some explanation. Under the Judicature Act, 
1873, the Court of Queen’s Bench was consolidated with the 
Supreme Court, and its jurisdiction was transferred to the 
High Court. And the case of Fray v. Blackburn (3 B. & 8. 576) 
was an action brought, more than forty years ago, against a 
well-known judge, who figured as defendant, the declaration 
alleging that, there being no sufficient cause against making a 
rule absolute which the plaintiff had obtained in an action, the 
judge discharged it with costs, contrary to law. The court, upon 
demurrer, held that no action lies against a judge of one of the 
superior courts for anything done by him in his judicial capacity, 
and that it appeared by the declaration that the act complained 
of was so done. A similar decision was given in the House of 
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Lords in 1824, in the case of an action against a judge of the 
Court of Session in Scotland for words spoken in the execution 
of his office. The public are, indeed, interested in the mainten- 
ance of this rule, which exists for their benefit, and was 
established for the purpose of securing the independence of the 
judges, and to prevent them from being harassed by vexatious 
actions. It may be added that the conduct of a judge in the 
discharge of his office may, upon a proper occasion, bs brought 
under the consideration of the Legislature. 


The Complaints of King’s Counsel. 

Ktna’s COUNSEL practising in the Chancery Division are 
heard to complain of the decline of business in their courts. It 
is not only that fewer causes are set down for hearing, but the 
proportion of cases in which leaders are retained has sensibly 
diminished. Nor is it easy to explain this abstinence on the part 
of suitors. It must, other things being equal, be a decided 
advantage to be represented by counsel who attend the same 
court day after day, and have every opportunity of making them- 
eelves familiar with the views and tendencies of the particular 
judge by whom the matter in hand is to be decided. There are, 
however, considerations of expense, and the solicitors in some 
instances have unbounded confidence in the stuff gownsman who 
has often led them to victory. The action of the masters on the 
taxation of fees may have had some effect, but we have no means 
of knowing whether this practice is different from that of their 
predecessors. We are, on the whole, inclined to agree with those 
who refer the comparative unemployment of King’s Counsel to 
a falling off in the weight and importance of the business trans- 
acted in the Chancery Division. This reason is given for the 
languor in the business of the assizes, particularly on the 
Northern Circuit ; and the “ one-judge” system has caused such 
delay in the trial of causes that King’s Counsel have found it 
unprofitable to wait for the hearing of the matter in which they 
are retained, and are, as time goes on, replaced by junior counsel 


Witnesses Who Do Not Say What They Were 
Expected to Say. 

WE READ that, at the hearing of a summons before the police 
magistrate at Bow Street, the counsel for the prosecution, in 
reply to some objections as to the sufficiency of his evidence, 
was compelled to admit that the witnesses, when called, “ had 
not said exactly what he was instructed they would say.” 
Few counsel who are conversant with what at the present day 
are called “witness causes,” have escaped the unpleasant ordeal 
of being “let down” by the witness whose written proof was in 
every respect satisfactory. And no task is more difficult than 
that of disguising the surprise and disappointment with which 
the questioner receives an answer which really supports the case 
of his opponent. The case is, of course, different where the 
examiner has been warned that he is dealing with a hostile 
witness, and shapes his questions accordingly. The anxieties 
of vivid voce evidence were avoided in the days when the 
affidavit was paramount in the Court of Chancery, and 
documentary evidence is still in favour in the civil courts of 
the Continent. It has always been difficult for the counsel 
accustomed to rely on written depositions to acquire the 
dexterity which is indispensable in the interrogation of witnesses 
of varying intelligence and self possession. ‘ Witnesses, as 
watches, go just as you set them, fast or slow,” is a statement 
which Fs to a remote period of legal history, and the 
power of successfully guiding a witness in the box is one of the 
most valuable gifts of a successful advocate. 


Summons or Writ? 


IN MATTERS of administration avd of redemption or fore- 
closure of mortgages there is the choice of proceeding either 
by originating summons or writ, and which is the proper pro- 
cedure is frequently a difficult question to answer; but the 
answer is an important matter, for the choice of a writ when, in 
the opinion of the court, a summons would have been sufficient, 
may result in only the costs of a summons being allowed. And 
yet we believe there are no reliable tests furnished by the 
authorities for making the choice. Some commonplace tests 
are in vogue; the procedure by summons, it is said, is 
suitable only for simple cases; it should nos be alopted 











where there are questions of priority to be determined; or 
where there are disputed questions of fact. It has even been 
suggested that there is no jurisdiction to settle questions of 
priority on summons (fe Giles, 43 Ch. D. 391); but this, of 
course, is wrong. Masters in the Chancery Division are con- 
tinually answering inquiries as to priorities in proceedings 
commenced by summone, and if any party wishes to dispute their 
finding, he has to do so by applying to vary the certificate—an 
inconvenient method, no doubt, but one which is an essential part 
of the procedure of this division. And the tests of simplicity 
and of non-dispute as to facts are equally fallacious. Difficult 
questions of law are decided as often on summons as in an action 
commenced by writ, and disputed questions of fact, too, are 
determined on summons. Discovery of documents and interroga- 
tories can be ordered, and though a summons is always started 
on affidavit evidence, yet the deponents may be cross-examined, 
or oral evidence in chief taken. 


The Necessity for Pleadings. 

THUs in practice the ordinary tests for deciding whether pro- 
cedure should be by summons or writ break down, and since a 
practitioner must, if possible, proceed by summons, the result is 
that this procedure is probably used too frequently. Perhaps 
the only certain test is that an action in which personal payment 
is asked for must be by writ, and hence a foreclosure action, in 
which a claim on the covenant in the mortgage is joined with 
the claim for foreclosure, must be commenced by writ. Apart 
from this the main distinction between a writ and a summons is 
that a writ is followed by directions, including a direction for 
pleadings, and as soon as it is ready to be dealt with 
judicially, it goes before a judge ; a summons goes at 
once before a master, who from the beginning deals with the 
whole matter, to some extent, at any rate, judicially, and it 
only goes to the judge by adjournment. If these are the 
essential steps in the two proceedings, they must furnish the test 
for deciding which is appropriate. The main distinction 
lies in the use of pleadings, and this carries with it an important 
consequence as to evidence. When the facts of a case are simple 
and the proof of them easy, the plaintiff has no difficulty in 
presenting them to the master and to the other parties on the 
affidavits filed after the issue of the summons, But when 
the facts are complicated and the evidence voluminous, this is 
a very troublesome method of proceeding. In such cases plead- 
ings are required in order to state clearly the material facts, and 
they have the advantage that no evidence requires to be filed in 
the first instance. Evidence is only - into when the points 
at issue have been settled by the pleadings, and then it can be 
confined to the points found to be in dispute. Probably, then, 
the real test for deciding between the two procedures is whether 
the use of pleadings is desirable in order to state clearly the 
questions arising in the action, and to avoid the filing of needless 
affidavit evidence. 


Judges and Practitioners in Oversea Courts. 


THE Zines of January 27th contains a report of the judgment 
delivered by Lord Rosson on behalf of the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council in the case of Mr. AMADO TAYLOR, 4 
barrister and solicitor of the Supreme Court of Sierra Leone. 
Mr. TAYLOR’s name had been removed from the roll of barristers 
and solicitors of the local court on two specific grounds. He had 
been fined for an alleged contempt of court, and he had been fined 
for an alleged forgery. In the result all three orders of the 
court were set aside on appeal to the Privy Council, the fines 
being ordered to be returned to the appellant, and his name 
being restored to the roll of legal practitioners. The case 1s 
naturally of interest to the legal profession. It is by no means the 
only instance of strained relations between judges and practitioners 
in oversea courts. Extraordinary views of what constitutes 
contempt of court are occasionally taken in those courts, an 
in one respect the present case has some resemblance to the 
case of a Special Reference from the Bahama Islands (1893, A. C. 138), 
where a local Chief Justice came into unseemly collision with the 
Governor of the colony. The contempt of court alleged against 
Mr. TAYLOR consisted in his having applied to a magistrate for 
a warrant of arrest on a charge of assault against a person who 
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was a defendant in a civil action, after a warrant of arrest had 
been refused by a higher court when applied for on the ground 
that the defendant was about to leave the colony. The forgery 
alleged to have been committed consisted in Mr. TAyLor having 
altered a subpoena after its issue, by striking out the name of 
the two witnesses to whom it was directed and inserting the 
names of two other persons; it had been ascertained that the 
persons whose names weve struck out knew nothing about the 
case in hand. The Judicial Committee held that merely taking 
criminal proceedings in order to detain the defendant did not 
constitute any punishable contempt of the civil court, however 
open to animadversion on other grounds. The alteration of the 
subpeena was held to be an irregularity for which a small fine 
might have been an adequate punishment, but that the 
offence of forgery had not been committed. The order remov- 
ing Mr. TAYLOR from the roll of the court fell with the other 
two orders of the court, these being the only ground for the 
third order. 

Employers’ Liability Policies. 

RECENT ATTACKS by American judges upon employers’ liability 
policies as infringing the law of maintenance, and, so far as 
employers are concerned, encouraging listlessness, indifference and 
neglect, have not, we believe, received much attention in this 
country. We are, indeed, disposed to think that some of the 
abuses which have been referred to in the United States have no 
existence in the United Kingdom. We have more than once 
heard that English companies who grant these policies are opposed 
to litigation, and have declined to prosecute an appeal, even 
where they have been assured by their counsel that there is a 
good chance of success. The practice of the American courts 
appears to be different. In a case of Breedonv. Frankfort Marine, 
Accident and Plate Glass Insurance Co. we are informed that the 
plaintiff, having been, as he alleged, injured by the negligence of 
a mining company who were his employers, brought an action 
against them. The defendants had effected an indemnity policy 
with an insurance company, by the terms of which they under- 
took the entire and exclusive conduct of the defence in the 
action for negligence. By a number of continuances, a transfer, 
a change of venue, an appeal ard reversal, the last trial was 
delayed for several years, so that when the plaintiff finally 
recovered judgment the mining company, which was originally 
solvent, had become insolvent. Thiscase would, however, appear 
to be an illustration of the defects of American legal procedure 
rather than of the injurious tendencies of employers’ liability 


policies. ‘These policies are, in any view, not likely to be dis- 


continued, and it remains to be seen whether the evils imputed 
to them are or are not chargeable to the character of the 
companies by which they are issued. 


Signing Bills for “ Limited” Compantles. 

SecTION 63 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, enacts 
(reproducing sections 41 and 42 of the repealed Act of 1862, 
which itself reproduced sections 30 and 31 of the Joint Stock 
Companies Act, 1856) that “every limited company ; 
shall have its name mentioned in legible characters . . . in 
all bills of exchange ‘ purporting to be signed by or on 
behalf of the company,” and if anyone signs on behalf of the 
company any bill, &c., “ wherein its name is not mentioned in 
manner aforesaid,” he is personally liable to the holder. It was 
held, by the Court of Queen’s Bench, as early as 1858, under the 
Act of 1856, that the word “ limited” is an essential part of the 
company’s name, the omission of which might render a director 
or other officer of the company personally liable ona bill of 
exchange accepted by him for the company: Penrose v. Martyr 
(1858, E B. & E. 499). This decision was followed, under the 
Act of 1862, by DenMAN, J., in Atkins v. Wardle (1889, 58 L. J. 
Q. B. 377). The practice has long ago been adopted of abbrevi- 
ating the word “limited” to “Lim,” “Ltd,” and even “ Ld,” in 
commercial documents. From time to time lawyers have had 
Occasion to warn commercial men that they ran a certain amount 
of risk in not using the full statutory word “limited.” The 
usage has, however, now at last received judicial sanction, though 
it is highly probable that in the earliest days of limited com- 
panies a different view would have been taken by the courts. 





It has now been formally decided by Scrutron, J., that the use 
of the letters “Ltd.” as an abbreviation of “limited” is a 
sufficient compliance with the requirements of section 63 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, as to the “name” of a 
limited company being “ mentioned in legible characters” on 
bills of exchange: F. Stacey & Co. (Limited) v. Wallis. The 
defendants, being directors and the secretary of a com- 
pany called J. & T. H. Wallis (Limited), had accepted bills 
for their company, and in writing the name of the company 
on the bills had used the abbreviation “Ltd.” The plaintiffs 
were holders of the bills, and sought in the action to make 
the defendants personally liable, under the provision of section 
63 of the Act of 1908, on the ground that the company’s name 
had not been properly stated iv the acceptances. ScrutTon, J., 
gave judgment for the defendants, holding that the requirements 
of the section had been amply satisfied, and that the abbreviation 
“Ltd.” was so constantly used that every commercial man of 
intelligence would know that “limited” was meant. ‘The 
plaintiffs’ action therefore failed. This is a highly convenient 
decision, but it rests, of course, purely on a question of facts. 
Would every intelligent commercial man know that “ Ld.” also 
meant “J.imited”? And if “Ld.” why not simp'y “L.”? 
Again, a difficulty might arise if the parties concerned, or some 
of them, were not intelligent persons. In short, safety lies in 
the direction of complying with the statute as literally as poszible, 
and as a ruls using the full word “ limited.” 


Grant to the Widow of aJudge. 


ONE OF the representatives of the State of Kentucky has, 
we are informed, stated that he would endeavour to incorporate 
in one of the Appropriation Bills for the coming year a provision 
that the widow of Justice HASLAN should receive thirteen thou- 
sand five hundred dollars, the equivalent of a year’s salary of a 
judge of the Supreme Court. A similar grant was, it appears, 
made to the widow of Mr. Justice BREwEer, The liberal salaries 
of the judyes of the Superior Courts in England have not always 
enabled them to make an adequate provision for their wives and 
families, but we are not aware of any case in which provision has 
been made by the English Legislature for the widow of a judge. 


A Novel Feature in Debentures. 


WE ARE informed that a novel feature has been introduced in 
the form of debentures recently issued by one of the new hotel 
companies. These debentures are to be guaranteed, in addition 
to the ordinary securities, both as to principal and interest, by 
each of three of the directors of the company. It remains to be 
seen how far this example will be followed by the directors of 
other companies; and whether, if followed, it will have any 
material effect in stimulatiug the market for debentures. 





Mortgages. of Leaseholds by 
Demise. 


THE answers to the questions raised by our correspondent in 
his suggestive letter (ante, p. 239) on our recent article are as 
follows :— 

1. The words “legal term or” should be inserted before the 
words “‘interesse termini outstanding,” appearing at the end of 
the paragraph headed “Second mortgage of leaseholds by 
demise.” 

2. Where the first mortgage of leaseholds is by subdemise and 
the second by assignment, as we have pointed out (ante, p. 220), 
the mortgagee by subdemise obtains only an interesse termini 
until entry. The second mortgage by assignment, if made before 
the entry of the first mortgagee, confers the legal term on the 
mortgagee, which becomes a legal reversionary term on the 
entry of the first mortgagee. If, however, the first mortgagee 
enters before the second mortgage is made, the second mortgagee 
acquires the legal estate in the reversionary term on the execution 
ot his mortgage. 

3. Where the first mortgage of leaseholds is by assignment the 
mortgagor has no legal estate left in him, and, therefore, whether 
the second mortgage is made by subdemise or assignment, it: is 
equitable only 
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4. Where a mortgage conferring an inferesse termini is made to 
a building society, a receipt given in the manner and in the form 
mentioned in section 42 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, 


“shall vacate the mortgage.” The meaning of this is that 
the receipt precludes the society from making any further claim 
against the person making it (Harvey v. Munwipal, &c., Society, 26 
Ch. D. 273), and, therefore, destroys the right of entry conferred 
by the interesse termini, or operates as a reassignment of the 
mortgage conferring the legal estate. 

5. The alteration in the declaration of trust, suggested in 


the final paragraph of the article on p. 221, js intended to apply | 


both to first and second mortgages by subdemise. 


H. W. E. 


The Effect of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1gtt. 
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(2) As to Mortgages. 


Tae provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1911, with regard to 
mortgages relate to the statutory power of granting leases— 
mainly in regard to the surrender of leases with a view to the 
grant of a new lease; to the mode in which the statutory 
power of sale can be exercised ; to the protection of mortgagees 
and purchasers ; and to the disposition of mortgaged property 
held by trustees—a matter, perhaps, which falls rather under 
the head of trusts than mortgages. 


(1) Tue Statutory Le&asinc Power. 


Section 3 of the Act is intended to deal primarily with the 
inconvenience caused by the decision in Robbins v. Whyte (1906, 
1 K. B. 125). In that case a mortgagor in posession had in 
1892 granted a lease for twenty-one years under the power 
enforced by section 18 (1) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. In 
1904 the executor of the lessee surrendered the lease to the 
executors and devisees of the mortgagor, but in the following 
year the executors of the mortgagee claimed that the lease was 
still in existence, and brought the action against the lessee’s 
executor to recover arrears of rent. For the plaintiffs it was 
argued that, though the statute conferred on the mortgagor while 
in possession power to grant a lease, it did not confer any power 
to accept a surrender, and hence the existing rule applied, and 
the surrender was not effectual unless made to the person in whom 
the reversion was vested—that is, the mortgagee : Municipal Build- 
ing Society v. Smith (22 Q. B. D. 70). For the defendant it was 
argued that the power to grant a lease implied a power to accept 
a surrender, but WARRINGTON, J., took the former view. The 
statutory power to grant leases, as Fry, L.J., pointed out in the 
case just cited (22 Q. B. D., p. 72), gives the mortgagor power 
to create aterm out of the estate of the mortgagee, and so to 
convert that estate into one expectant on the term granted by 
the lease. Thus the reversion is in the mortgagee, and since 
the statute made no provision as to surrender, WARRINGTON, 
J., held that this could not be effectual unless made to the 
mortgagee as the owner of the reversion. Only in this case 
could the term be extinguished by merger. 

The reasoning in /tob/ins v. Whyte is sufficiently obvious, and 
there was no appeal from the decision. The difficulty has been 
met, instead, by the present statute, but the power to accept 
surrenders which it confers is carefully guarded so as to prevent 
the interests of the mortgagee being prejudiced. Thus section 3 
enacts, by sub-section 1, that a mortgagor of land, while in 
possession, shall, “in like manner as if the legal estate were 
vested in him and as against every incumbrancer,” have power 
to accept a surrender of any lease of the mortgaged land or 
any part thereof comprised in the lease; but the prefatory 
words of the subsection restrict this to the case where 
the surrender is accepted for the purpose of enabling a new 
lease to be granted either under the statutory power or 
under an express power contained in the mortgage deeds, such 
lease being referred to as an “authorized lease” ; and there are 
further provisions for securing that the benefits reserved to the 
lessor under the new arrangement shall not be less than those 
under the old. The power thus conferred to accept a surrender 
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allows of a surrender of the mortgaged land “with or without 
an exception of all or any of the mines and minerals therein, or 
in respect of mines and minerals,” But the operation of these 
words, and the extent to which an authorized lease can be granted 
of the surface or of mines and minerals separately, raise questions 
of difficulty, and it will conduce to clearness to treat the section, 
in the first instance, as though it related to the land without 
reservation of mines. 

Under sub-section 2 a similar power is conferred on mort- 
gagees in possession. A mortgagee of land, while in poss: scion, 
will have power, as against all prior and other incumbrancers, if 
any, and as against the mortgagor, to accept any surrender which 
the mortgagor could accept. This appears to be necessary in 
the case of a legal mortgagee in possession, for though, 
by virtue of his legal estate, he could accept a surrender 
of the term and merge it at law, he would not be justified in doing 
this without the mortgagor’s concurrence, and probably the term 
would remain on foot in equity. The case seems to be one to 
which section 25 (4) of the Judicature Act, 1873, does not apply, 
since the merger following upon an actual surrender is not a 
‘“ merger by operation of law only.” But the present enactment 
removes any difficulty on this head. The mortgagee in possession 
has power to accept a surrender of a lease, but only for the 
purpose of granting a new “authorized lease” in its place. 

Sub-section 3 provides that, on making the new lease, the 
value of the lessee’s interest in the lease surrendered may, 
subject to the provisions of the section, be taken into account in 
the determination of the amount of the rent to be reserved, 
and of the nature of the covenants, provisions, and conditions 
to be inserted in the new lease. But the words “subject to 
the provision of this section,” make it incumbent on the lessor 
to see that he complies with the requirements of sub section 5. 
This gives effect to the restriction on the acceptance of sur- 
renders already referred to, and provides that no surrender 
shall be rendered valid under the section unless (#) an authorized 
lease is granted of the whole of the lands comprised in the 
surrender, to take effect in possession immediately, or within 
one month after the date of the surrender; (b) the term granted 
by the new lease is not less in duration than the unexpired 
residue of the term under the old lease; and (c) the rent 
reserved by the new lease is not less than the rent under the 
old lease. Where part only of the land has been surrendered, 
the aggregate rents remaining payable under the old lease and 
reserved by the new lease must not be less than the rent under 
the old lease. The effect of these requirements is that the new 
lease must be at least as beneficial as the old lease ; but it is 
further provided, by sub-section 4, that the mortgagor shall not 
obtain a premium on the grant of the new lease. This is done by 
enacting that “where any consideration (except an agreement 
to accept an authorized lease) for the surrender is given by or 
on behalf of the lessee to or on behalf of the person accepting 
the surrender,” the surrender is not to be validated without the 
consent of a'lthe incumbrancers. 


It is thus essential to a surrender under the section that a new 
immediate lease shall be granted for at least the period of the 
residue of the term, and at least at the rent existing under or 
reserved by the old lease. If, on the grant of the new lease, the 
mortgagor is able to secure better terms, he must not take the 
benefit in the form of a premium; and this, indeed, follows from 
section 18 (6) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which provides that 
a lease under the statutory power must reserve the best rent, 
without any fine (which includes premium) being taken. In these 
circumstances it is, perhaps, not altogether easy to see how 
allowance is to be made, under subsection 3, of the present 
section, for the value of the lessee’s interest in the surrendered 
lease, though there may possibly be cases in which this can be 
done. 


Sub seclion 7 incorporates sub-sections 13, 16 and 17 of section 
18 of the Act of 1881, but so as to make them operative only 
from the commencement of the present Act. The effect is that 
the present section can be excluded or varied by the mortgage 
deed ; that it applies only in the case of mortgages made after 
the ist of January, 1912; and that it applies to any letting and 
to an agreement for letting, whether in writing or not, 
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Attention may be drawn to a restriction contained in sub- 
section 10, on the meaning of “‘ mortgagor” for the purposes of 
section 18 (1) of the Act of 1881, and of the present section. By 
section 2 (vi.) of the Act of 1881 “mortgagor” is defined to 
include any person deriving title under the original mortgagor,” 
and according to this a second mortgagee is a ‘‘ mortgagor ” as re- 
gards the first mortgagee, and, if in possession, is entitled to grant 
leases under the statutory power; but this is of no importance 
since, under section 18 (2), he can grant leases as mortgagee in 
possession, which will be valid as against prior incumbrancers as 
well as against the mortgagor. Sub-section 10 of section 3 of 
the present Act provides that “mortgagor” shall not, under 
section 18 (1) of the Act of 1881 or section 3 of the present 
Act, include an incumbrancer deriving title under the original 
mortgagor. Thus under both Acts he will exercise the powers 
of leasing and accepting surrenders as mortgagee, and not as 
mortgagor, in possession. For most purposes it is immaterial in 
which capacity he exercises them, but the new provision removes 
a possible source of confusion. 

Hitherto, a mortgagee has not been able to exercise the 
statutory power of leasing without going into possession. An 
important change in this respect is introduced by sub-section 11. 
When a receiver has been appointed by a mortgagee under the 
Act of 1881, then, so long as the receiver acts, the powers of 
leasing and accepting surrenders will be exerciseable by the mort- 
gagee instead of the mortgagor, in like manner as if the mortgagee 
were in possession. This adds appreciably to the advantages of 
appointing a receiver. The liability to account on the footing 
of wilful default, which has frequently been described as an almost 
penal liability, is avoided by the appointment of a receiver, and 
this gives the mortgagee the benefit of the income ; it will also, 
in future, give him the power of granting leases. 

The section as a whole suggests the question whether it is 
not too elaborately drafted. What was required was to get rid 
of Robbins v. Whyte (supra), and leave the mortgagor tree to 
determine as well as to grant leases. Where the lease is sub- 
sisting at the time of the mortgage, the loan may have been 
made on the faith of its continuing, and the mortgagee is the 
proper person to accept a surrender. But where it has been 
made since the mortgage, its continuance is no part of the mort- 
gage security. The mortgagor may wish to obtain a surrender 
and go into occupation himself. This he cannot do under the 
new provision. His power of accepting a surrender is strictly 
limited to surrender upon the grant of a new lease; and in 
ascertaining whether the surrender is valid, the new lease and 
the old will have to be carefully compared, to see that the 
requirements of the section have been complied with. If Robbins 
v. Whyte could only be got rid of at the price of introducing 
this complicated section into the Conveyancing Acts, we incline 
to think that Robbins v. Whyte had better have been allowed to 
stand. But in fact, we imagine, the needful change in the law 
could have been effected much more simply. 








Reviews. 
The Law of Copyright. 


Tae Law or Copyricnt. By L.C. F. Otprretp. Butterworth & 

Co. 

Any expectation that the new Copyright Act, 1911, would make the 
law of copyright simpler can hardly be said to be justified. No 
doubt the new Act has improved things a good deal, but copyright 
will remain a difficult and complex branch of law. The present 
volume shews the difficulty and complexity that exist and will 
continue to exist. Besides the new Act—the Copyright Act, 1911— 
there still have to be taken into account portions of the following 
Acts : the Fine Arts Copyright Act, 1862, the Customs Consolidation 
Act, 1876, the Revenue Act, 1889, and the Musical Copyright Act, 
1906. In addition to consolidating the remaining statute law on 
copyright, the new Act amends the law in some radically important 
points, principally in order to bring English law (or rather the law of 
the United Kingdom) into line with the law of continental countries, in 
accordance with the pledge given by entering into the Berne and 
Berlin Conventions. The author has given a short account 
of the raison d’étre of the new Act and of his book in an 
introduction. The text of the Act follows, with annotations. The 
amount of annotation required by some of the sections is enormous. 





Section 1 consists of three not very long sub-sections covering a page 
and a half of print ; but the notes (a double set), occupy some forty 
pages. This is largely due to the faet that (as pointed out by Mr. 
Oldfield) all the different kinds of copyright are dealt with im a 
single section—section 1. The annotated Act of 1911 exhausts 
Part I. of the book, and Part IT. deals with the law of the United 
States, giving the text of Rules, Proclamations and Acts. In an 
appendix the text (annotated) of the Act of 1911 is printed, 
together with {the Berlin convention, &e., a table of treaties and 
conventions between different countries, and a table of laws of a 
selected number of countries. The book deserves to be successful. 
The notes on our own new Act appear to be exhaustive, and the 
very recent date of some of the American Acts and proclamations 
should make their reproduction in the present volume extremely 
serviceable to authors who have interests on both sides of the 
Atlantic. It should be noted that the English Act does not come 
into operation until the 1st of July, 1912, unless an earlier date is 
fixed by Order in Council, and that it will have to be specially 
brought into operation (by proclamation or otherwise) in the oversea 
dominions. 





Scotch Company Law. 


Company Law AND Practice in Scottanp. By Georce WILTON, 
Advocate, and of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. William 
Hodge & Co. 


Not only is this a new book, but we believe it is a new type of 
book, Scottish text-books usually treat of a system of law which 
both in its principles and its practice differs widely from English 
law. But in the matter of company law Scotland stands very near 
the oversea dominions which rely on English law plus their own 
local decisions. Text-books dealing with this oversea law are in 
existence, which embody both the English law of the United Kingdom 
and the decisions of the local oversea courts. This is substantially 
what the present volume does. The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, the Assurance Companies Act, 1909, the Limited Partnerships 
Act, 1907—all apply to Scotland. These Acts, together with some 
others in force both in England and Scotland, and others again 
in force in Scotland only, and also the Limited Partnership 
(Winding-up Rules), 1909, are here printed, with notes. These notes 
are directed primarily to drawing attention to Scottish decisions, 
though a large number of the decisions of English courts are also 
referred to. The author claims that practically all Scottish decisions 
on the Companies Acts from 1862 are cited. The book should be 
invaluable to the Scottish company lawyer, and also to English 
practitioners who have to advise on Scottish law. But even for the 
purely English lawyer who requires light on some obscure a 
not touched by English decisions, we think the book should be 
useful. Relevant Scottish and Irish cases are always welcome, in 
the absence of an English decision. In the oversea dominions, too, 
for the same reason the book should be useful. In fact, the relative 
value of a pertinent Scottish decision in the construction of a section 
in the Companies Acts would probably be higher in Canada, 
Australia, or South Africa than in England. 








Correspondence. 


Payment of Drafts to Order. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Your article on “ Payment of Drafts to Order” in your issue 
of the 6th of January, is of very practical interest. I am a managing 
clerk ; and in the course of my duties recently I went from Brighton 
to complete a matter at a London bank, where my principals were 
not known. I had to take up some deeds; and in exchange I 
offered the draft of one of the foremost banks, which was made 
payable to my principals. On tendering the draft to the bank 
manager, he promptly quoted section 60 of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, to me, and required to be satisfied of my identity before 
he would accept my endorsement of the draft (in my principals 
names). It is of no interest to your readers to know how the 
difticulty was overcome. It was overcome and the matter was com- 
pleted. ‘ LRA 

I think it is pretty clear from this that the English bankers, 
whether because of the Australian and Transvaal cases to which 
your article refers or not, adopt the practice of insisting that a per- 
son claiming payment as payee under a draft on them must be 
identified before payment will be made. This, of course, does not 
affect the position which frequently arises in practice, where a 
vendor's solicitor accepts a draft on a banker drawn in favour of the 
purchaser's solicitor and endorsed by him ; for in that case, as your 
article points out, section 60 protects the banker, for the bill comes 
to him already negotiated by endorsement. 
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I confess that the point raised by the London bank manager was 
a new point to me, and it may not be without practical interest to 
a good many solicitors and their managing clerks. : 
Hove, Brighton, Jan. 30. B. B. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re POULTNEY-POULTNEY v. POULTNEY. Joyce, J. 15th Nov., 
1911; 19th Jan. 1912. * 
WiLt—Construction—SuRVIVORSHIP—VESTED INTEREST—GIFT TO 
Cuitpren Arrer Lire Estate—Girt ‘‘1n Case or DeatH OF ONE OR 
More or My Cuitpren, Terr SHAre oR SHARES TO BE EQUALLY 
Divipep Between THE SuRVIVORS.”’ 


By his will P. devised and bequeathed his real and personal property 
to his wife for her life, and after her death to be divided equally be- 
tween his eight children and all others, if any, born in wedlock; fol- 
lowing the gift was this clause: ‘‘in case of the death of one or more 
of my children, their share or shares to be equally divided between the 
survivors.”” All the eight children survived the testator; one child, 
being married and leaving issue, predeceased the tenant for life. 

Held, that the words of survivorship referred to the death of the 
testator, and that, therefore, the heir and legal personal representative 
of the deceased child were entitled to the share which that child would 
have taken, had she survived, on the death of the tenant for life. 


By his will, dated the 8th July, 1873, James Poultney appointed his 
wife sole executrix, and after bequeathing certain chattels to her, 
gave and devised his real and personal estate to his wife for life, and 
after her death uyon trust to divide the same equally between his eight 
children therein named, and all others, if any, born in wedlock. Fol- 
lowing this gift was this clause: ‘‘in case of the death of one or more 
of my children, their equal share or shares are to be equally divided 
between the survivors.’’ The testator, who died on the 12th of March, 
1880, had eight children, all of whom survived him. Sarah Poultney, 
his wife, died on the Ist of July, 1910. One of the testator’s children, 
Sarah Elizabeth Davis, who married in the lifetime of the testator, 
died on the 1£th of September, 1886, and, therefore, before the tenant 
for life, intestate, leaving children’ This summons was taken out to 
determine, whether upon the true construction of the testator’s will, 
in the events which had happened, the heir-at-law and legal personal 
representative of Sarah Elizabeth Davis, the deceased child, were re- 
spectively entitled to any and what share or interest in the reversionary 
real and personal estate of the testator, or whether the share she would 
have taken if she had survived should be divided amongst the sur- 
viving children. On behalf of the surviving children, it was argued 
that words of survivorship, in a gift over after a life interest, are to 
be referred to the period of division—i.e., the death of the life tenant— 
not to the death of the testator: Cripps v. Wolcott (4 Madd. 11), 
On the other hand, it was argued that the gift vested in the children 
on the death of the testator, and that the provision as to survivorship 
was not intended to divest then of their interest. 

Joyce, J., in a considered judgment, after reading the will and 
stating the facts, continued :—The survivorship clause in the original 
will is in the handwriting of one of the witnesses, and was inserted 
after the engrossment. The materiality, if there be any, of the posi- 
tion of this clause, is that it is altogether detached from the clause 
which speaks of the decease of the widow, as much detached as if it 
were in a separate instrument, for instance, a codicil. The survivor- 
ship referred to in that clause cannot possibly refer to any survivorship 
other than survivorship on the death of the child whose share is to go 
over. The clause is quite general, and, taken literally, it would operate 
not only during the testator’s life, or the life of the widow, but at any 
time. But that construction cannot be admitted, as pointed out by 
Cairns, L.C. (7 H. L. 388, at p. 395), ‘‘ where there is a gift to A, and 
if he shall die to B; if in such a case the words are to be read literally, 
you have, in the first place, the absolute gift and then a gift over in 
the event of death, an event not contingent but certain, and in order 
to avoid the repugnancy of an absolute giving and an absolute taking 
away, the court is forced to read the words ‘in the case of death’ as 
meaning in the case of death before the interest vests.’’ The question 
here is, to what period is the operation of this clause to be limited. All 
the children survived the testator, and thus attained vested interests. 
If the clause is to have operation after the death of the testator, it can 
only do so by divesting the shares of those who survived the testator. 
But the court is always anxious to take that construction which will 
prevent divesting, as shewn by 2?e Cobbold (1903, 2 Ch. 299). There 
is also a rule that provisions for children are not to be read as being 
contingent on their surviving their parents, unless the intention be 
perfectly clear : Howgreave vy. Cartier (3 V. & B. 79). In this case a 
daughter, who married, survived the testator, leaving issue. If the 
clause is construed so as to operate not only for the period of the 
testator’s life, but also for the life of the life-tenant, the result would 
be most extraordinary, because the survivorship, such as I hold it to 
be, would result thus, that as the children died, their shares would 
go to the children who survived them; but the clause would not operate 


the original shares of the children until the death of the last child but 
one, but would not affect the share of the last survivor, if he or she 
died during the lifetime of the life-tenant, nor the accruing shares. 
That could not have been the result contemplated. It was contended 


which lays down the rule that, in a bequest of personal estate words of 
survivorship are primd facie to be referred to the period of payment or 
distribution, not to the death of the testator. This rule, says 
Hawkins (Wills, p. 262), ‘‘ will readily yield to an indication of a 
contrary intention, where a different point of time is mentioned in 
immediate connection with the words of survivorship’’: White y. 
Baker (2 de G,. F. & J. 55). There is also a rule (Hawkins, Wills, 
p. 260) that a gift over in case of death of one legatee to the sur- 
vivors may be restricted by the survivorship being referred to the 
period not of distribution, but of vesting, according to the doctrine of 
Crozier v. Fisher (4 Russ. 398), and Bouverie v. Bouverie (2 Ph. 349), 
which was cited before me. Therefore, in my opinion, this clause ought 
to be construed as operating only during the testator’s life, until his 
death, when the shares vested, and not so as to divest any children of 
their shares. There is no authority that prevents me from so deciding. 
The share, therefore, of the denalaer who died before the tenant for 
life was not divested, and goes, in so far as it is reality, to her heir, 
and in so far as it is personalty, to her legal personal representative.— 
Counset, Bischof, for the summons; G. Henderson, for the surviving 
children; 7. 7. Methold, for the administrator of Sarah Davis. 
Soricrrors, Simpson, Palmer, d&: Winder; J. EB. Anthony. 


[Reported by R. C. Carrinoton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CLUNIES-ROSS. STUBBINGS v. CLUNIES-ROSS. Joyce, J. 22nd, 
28th, 29th, and 30th Nov., 1911; 20th Jan. 1912. 


Witt—Crass—CHILDREN AND COLLATERALS—GIFT TO INCLUDE PERSONS 
WHO PREDECEASE TESTATOR LEAVING Issvuz at His DratTH—NIece 
DYING BEFORE TESTATOR—VALID Girt TO PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVES 
Wits Act, 1857 (1 Vicr., c. 26), s. 33. 

A testator bequeathed and devised his residuary estate to trustees 
upon trust to convert the same, and after making certain payments to 
divide the residue among all his children, both sons and daughters, and 
his niece, BE. C. R., in equal shares as tenants in common, the said 
niece and children to form one class together taking in equal shares, 
and in case any one of the said residuary legatees might die in the 
testator’s lifetime leaving any issue who should be living at the 
testator’s death, then and in such case the gift of a share of residue in 
favour of such residuary legatee should take effect in the same manner 
as if such residuary legatee had survived the testator and died imme- 
diately after his death. The niece died in the lifetime of the testator 
leaving issue who were living at the testator’s death. 

Held, that under the will there was a good gift of the share of the 
deceased niece to her legal personal representative as part of her estate. 

Re Gresley (1911, 1 Ch. 358) not followed. 

This was an application by the plaintiffs, two of the executors and 
trustees of the will of George Clunies-Ross, deceased, to determine 
questions arising in the construction of the said will. By his will dated 
29th January, 1897, the testator, after sundry bequests and devises, 
devised and bequeathed all his residuary estate to his trustees upon 
trust to sell, call in, collect, and convert the same into money, and 
after paying certain legacies, debts, general and testamentary expenses, 
‘to divide the residue of the said moneys in equa! shares amongst all 
my children, both sons and daughters, and my niece, Eleanor Clunies 
Ross, as tenants in common, my said niece and my children to form 
one class together, taking in equal shares, all of whom are hereinafter 
included im the term residuary legatees, and I declare that in case 
any of the residuary legatees may die in my lifetime leaving any issue 
who shall be living at my death, then and in such case the gift of a 
share of residue in favour of such residuary legatee shall take effect 
in the same manner as if such residuary legatee had survived me and 
died immediately after me.’’ The testator died on the 7th July, 1910. 
Eleanor Clunies-Ross married in 1898, and died on the 4th November, 
1901, leaving issue, a son, who was living at the death of the testator. 
One of the questions to be determined was whether the personal repre 
sentative of Eleanor Clunies-Ross, deceased, was entitled to share with 
the testator’s children in the residuary gift contained in the testator’s 
will. For the surviving children it was submitted that the case was 
the same as re Gresley (1911, 1 Ch. 358), where it was held that a 
similar gift was void; that there could not be a gift to a dead person. 
Here there was no substituted gift, and therefore there was a lapse. 
For the representative of the deceased niece it was contended that the 
decision in re Gresley was wrong, and not binding on the Court. 
Joyce, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said :—The 
testator’s niece died in the lifetime of the testator, leaving issue, who 
are still living. In my opinion the meaning of this disposition is per- 
fectly plain; it is, in fact, in common form, though the form has been 
slightly modified in recent years, on account of the incidence of the 
death duties. There is no illegality in this disposition, and no need to 
have recourse to statute to give it validity. In spite of the recent case 
cited to me, re Gresley (1911, 1 Ch. 358), which, as it is reported, I 
quite fail to understand, I must hold that according to the true con- 
struction of this will, and in the events that have happened, the shaie 
of the deceased niece is well given to the personal representative of 
that lady as part of her estate.—Counset, R. F. Norton, K.C., and 
C. S. Crossman for the summons; Hughes, K.C., and C. L. Chubb 
for the representatives of Eleanor Clunies-Ross; Stewart-Smith, K.C., 








upon accruing shares. The result would be that it would operate on 





and Evelyn Riviere ; Jenkins, K.C., and Ward Coldridge ; Jessell, K.C., 





before me that the case is governed by Cripps v. Wolcott (4 Madd. 11). 
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and (. J. W. Farwell; Clawson, K.C., and E. J. Elgood; Astbury, 
K.C., and Galbraith, for other residuary legatees. Soticrrors, Fowles 
& Co.; Druces & Attlee. 

[Reported by R. C. CARRINGTON, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re DRAYTON, Deceased. FRANCIS v. DRAYTON. Neville, J. 
25th Jan. 


Wit—ConstrucTion—Bequest or ANNUITY Pur AvuTRE Vir—DuvuRa- 
TION OF THE ANNUITANT'S INTEREST—DEATH OF THE ANNUITANT BEFORE 
tHe Cestur Qur Vir. 

Payment ‘‘ during the widowhood of my said wife . . . . out of 
the income of my trust fund” of ‘‘the following yearly sums of 
money; ... to my said daughter, Elien Alice Francis, £100" gives 
an annuity to Ellen Alice Francis, which continues to be payable after 
her death to her legal personal representative during the widowhood 
of the testator’s widow. 

This was a summons to determine whether an annuity of £100 by the 
will of the deceased bequeathed to Ellen Alice Francis during the 
widowhood of her mother, Emilie Drayton, ceased on the death of the 
said Ellen Alice Francis, or whether the same is payable during the 
remainder of the widowhood of the said Emilie Drayton to the plaintiff, 
John Francis, as the legal personal representative of the said Ellen. 
The clause in question was as follows :—‘‘ During the widowhood of 
my said wife my trustees shall, out of the income of my trust fund, 
pay the trustee annuities or annuity (if any) for the time being payable, 
and subject thereto shall pay the following yearly sums of money to 
my said daughter, Ellen Alice Francis, £100,’’ and several other 
similar gifts. Counsel for the residuary legatees maintained that if it 
was held that this sum continued to be payable after the death of 
Ellen, it would go out of the family, which was not intended. For if 
it was meant to continue after the death of Ellen, some such words 
as “or to her legal personal representative ’’ should have been added 
after the gift to her. This is an annuity charged on a fund. Counsel 
referred to the judgment of Lord Chancellor Hardwicke in Savery v. 
Dyer (1752, Ambler 139). On the other side, it was contended that the 
annuity continued to be payable during the widowhood of the testator’s 
widow to the legal personal representative of the annuitant, and the 
cases of Lewis v. Lewis (1848, 16 Simon, p. 266) and in Re Ord, Dickin- 
ay Dickinson (1878, 9 Ch. D. 667, and 1879, 12 Ch. D. 22) were 
cited. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : In my opinion, this is a 
case in which the annuity continues to be payable to the legal personal 
representative during the widowhood of the testator’s widow, and Lord 
Hardwicke himself, in the case of Savery v. Dyer, points out the 
reason by saying that there is no necessity for determining the annuity 
at the death of the annuitant, provided a time for such Tetesuiontion 
is fixed, as in this case it is, 7.e., the death of the cestui que vie. The 
question of the necessity of closing the period during which the annuity 
isto be enjoyed does not arise in this ‘case.—CounseL, Ugbert Rand ; 
Galbraith; Crossfield;. and Ince. Soxtcrrors, Ethelstan Osmond 
Saviqny and Eagleton d: Sons. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TAYLOR v. YIELDING. Neville, J. 26th Jam. 


ARBITRATION — VALUATION — CONSTRUCTION OF AGREEMENT — ORDER 
54a, R. 4. 

It was held on originating summons thet certain words in an agree- 
ment, that the value of certain shares was to be determined by two 
valuers appointed by the parties or an umpire appointed by the valuers 
in accordance with the Arbitration Act, 1889, constituted the agreement 
an agreement to arbitrate as to value, and not a mere agreement to 
have a valuation. 

This was a summons to determine whether in the events which had 
happened the plaintiff was entitled, upon the true construction of 
clause 4 of a certain memorandum of agreement made between the 
plaintiff and the defendant, and dated the 11th of October, 1907, to a 
meeting with the defendant, for the purpose of bidding for the shares 
mentioned in the said clause, and whether in the events which had 
happened the arbitrators and umpire mentioned in the said clause 
ought to proceed to a valuation of the plaintiff’s said shares and for 
other relief. The material part of clause 4 was as follows :—‘‘ It shall 
be lawful for either party, hereinafter called the ‘giver,’ to give to 
the other party, hereinafter called the ‘receiver,’ notice, in writing, 
requiring the receiver to elect whether he will sell to the giver all his 
shares in the company, or whether he will purchase the shares of the 
giver.” ‘‘In the event of either of the parties hereto electing to pur- 
chase the shares of the other party, as aforesaid, the value of the said 
shares shall be determined in the absence of agreement by two valuers, 
one to be appointed by the giver and the other by the receiver, and in 
case they differ by an umpire, to be agreed upon between and appointed 


by the two valuers, in pursuance of and in accordance with the Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889."’ There was another clause, stating that in certain | 


events, and by the giving of certain notices, they could proceed to 
auction. The defendants elected to purchase, but difficulties had arisen 
as to the method of valuation. Counsel for the defendants contended 
first, that this was not a proper matter for a summons, as it did not 
come within O. 54a. He submitted that to determine what is the con- 
struction of an agreement, ‘‘in the events which have happened,’’ is 
not a true question of construction. Secondly, that the parties nevei 
intended to have an arbitration, but merely a valuation, and on this 
boint the following cases were referred to :—Collins v. Collins (1858, 


Beav. 306); Milnes v. Gery (1807, 14 Ves. 400); Vickers v. Vickers | 


| (1867, L. R. 4 Eq. 527); In Re An Arbitration between Dawdy and 
| Hartcup (1885, 15 Q. B. D. 426); In Re Carus-Wilson and Greene (1886, 
| 18 Q. B. D. 7); In Re An Arbitration between Hammond-and Water- 
| ton (1890, 62 L. T. 808). 

Neviutte, J.—The first point in this case is whether the question ean 
be raised by originating summons; in my opinion it can. In my 
opinion it is a point raised on the interpretation of the agreement. The 
first question is whether clause 4 of the agreement is intended to 
create the relationship of buyer and seller. The giver gives his notice 
for the receiver to say whether he will buy or sell. The receiver does 
not elect. Now the option is given to the giver to say if he will buy. 
The matter now goes to two valuers, who are to ascertain the price. Did 
the parties intend this to be a mere valuation or an arbitration’? I do not 
think I shall be in conflict with the cases which have been cited to me 
if I come to the conclusion that they are arbitrators. ‘They may agree 
to differ between themselves. I think the intention that, in the event 
of the party electing to sell and the other not agreeing to buy, they 
shall meet and bid, seems to be adequately expressed. Also, if the 
receiver, says ‘‘I won’t buy’’ and the giver says ‘“‘I will,” it is even 
then, in my opinion, either an auction or an arbitration. If he gives notice, 
he.can proceed by auction, otherwise the price shall be fixed by arbi- 
tration. The parties, in my opinion, intended to take advantage of 
the procedure under the Arbitration Act. The cases are quite clear 
that you cannot make a valuer an arbitrator by calling him so or vice 
versd; but, in my opinion, this is an agreement for an arbitration in 
the events which have happened as to value.—CounsgEL, Gore-Browne, 
| K.C., and Montgomery; Jenkins, K.C., and Manning. Soricrrors, 
| Jacques & Co., for Scholefield, Taylor, Stroud, & Maggs, of Batley. 
Yorks, and Ward, Bowie, Porter, & Co., for Harry Stephenson, of 
Leeds. 





[Reported by L. M. Mar, Berrister-at-Law.] 


Re WARWICK, Deceased. WARWICK vy. CHRISP. Parker, J. 
26th Jan. 

Money on Deposit 1x Jornt Names—SurvivorsHip—FaTHER AND 
DavuGHTER—PREsUMPTION OF ReEsuLTING Trust To OwneR—How 
ResutreD—-Ricut or THE DavGutTeR TO TAKE FoR Her Own Benertr. 
Where money is placed on deposit by a father in the joint names of 

himself and his daughter, and to be paid out to the survivor, the re- 
lationship of father and child, in the absence of special circumstances, 
rebuts the ordinary presumption of a resulting trust for the owner, and 
raises the presumption that the child was meant to take beneficially if 
she survived her father. 

This was a summons to determine whether the defendant, Martha 
Chrisp, was now entitled beneficially to the sum of £299 18s. 2d. stand- 
ing on deposit in the joint names of the testator and herself in a bank, 
and interest thereon, or whether the same formed part of the residuary 
estate of the testator, or whether she ought to bring the same into 
hotchpot and account for the same before she took any share in ‘the 
residuary estate of the testator. Counsel for the residuary legatees 
relied on Marshal v. Crutwell (1875, L. R. 20 Eq. 328) as shewing that 
Martha Chrisp could not take the money on deposit at the bank for her 
own benefit. 

Parker, J., said: In this case the testator, just before his death, 
opened an account in the name of himself and his daughter, and both 
signed a form stating that either could draw the money, but that all 
should belong to the survivor. It has been said that no inference cat 
be drawn from this as to the intention of the testator, because the form 
was a common form used by baygks. I will assume this is so. Then 
we have the evidence of Mrs. Chrisp as to her father’s statements, that 
he wished to give her a little extra benefit because she had lived with 
him and helped him more than the others, which evidence I accept. The 
daughter has survived her father. In my opinion, this is a case where 
the usual presumption of a resulting trust in favour of the purchaser 
or owner is rebutted by the relationship of parent and child, and the 
presumption arises that the parent intended to’ benefit his child. Then 
the case of Marshal v. Crutwell (ubi supra) is put forward against this. 


| I hold that Marshal v. Crutwell is a totally distinct and different case 
| to the present case. There it was a question of husband and wife. 


The husband opened. a current account in the joint names of him- 
self and his wife, and this current account was frequently operated 
upon. There Sir George Jessel decided the case on “the inferences 
which he drew from the surrounding circumstances,’’ and in this case 
the inference I draw is that the father intended this sum which he 
deposited to be for the sole benefit of this daughter, and she is accor d- 
ingly entitled to have it for her own vse, and need not bring it into 
account in taking her share of her father’s property under his will. 

Counset, Alfred Adams, Gilbart Smith, and Bischoff. Soricrtors, 
Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, and Ince, Colt, & Ince, for Robert Brown & 





Son, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re JOHN BRINSMEAD & SONS (LIM.). Eve, J. 24th Jan. 


| Contract—To Continue Untit A CERTAIN Date—ContTINUANCE THERE- 


AFTER SUBJECT TO DETERMINATION BY Notice—Nortice Given ExprRInG 

on THE Frxep Dare—Vatinity or NOTICE. 

An agreement provided that it should continue until the 31st of 
December, 1911, and should continue thereafter subject to determination 
by twelve months’ previous notice. A notice was gwen m 1910 to deter- 
mine the agreement on 31st of December, 1911. 

Held, that the notice was invalid and of no effect. 

This was an adjourned summons asking that it might be declared 
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that according to the true construction of an agreement of 8th of May, 


| 


case, but if there had been the watch would have been of no effect, 
because the husband had been informed he was being watched. A man 


| named Davis, who had been employed by the plaintiff in this work, 


1905, such agreement could not be determined by notice by either 
party before the 3lst of December, 1912, and that the notice given by 
the defendants was not a valid or effectual notice. The agreement pro- | 
vided that it should continue until the 3lst of December, 1911, and | 


should ‘‘ continue thereafter subject to determination by twelve months’ 
previous notice.’’ On the 2nd of November, 1910, the defendants gave 
notice to determine greement on the 3lst of December, 1911. The 
plaintiffs alleged that on the construction of the agreement no notice 


+} 
tne i 


could be given until after the 31st of December, 1911. The principal 
cases cited were Brown vy. Symonds (8 C. B. N. 8. 208) and Langton 
v. Carleton (L. R. 9 Ex. 57). 


Eve, J.—It i 


not surprising that differences of opinion have arisen 
on the construction of this agreement. There is%a great deal to be said 
on both sides. Ought the words ‘subject to determination by twelve 


months’ notice ’’ to be read as applying to the fixed term ending 31st of 


December, 1911, as well as to the uncertain term after that date? In 
other words, is the notice confined to the uncertain term? On the 
whole, I think the agreement does not permit notice, except after the 


expiration of the fixed term. The agreement was to continue till 31st 
of De cember, 1911, and was to continue thereafter, with power to deter- 


mine it on notice. No notice, therefore, given before 1912 has any 
effect.—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Methold; Ingpen, K.C., 
and Beddall. Soricirors, Crowders, Vizard, & Co., for Owston, 


Dickinson, Simpson, & Bigg, Leicester; Flower-Ellis 4: Simon. 
1} k 


[ Repe s Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
HITCHCOCK. Div. Court. 26th Jan. 


AGENT—AGREEMENT TO WATCH A 
or Secrecy or AGENTS EMPLOYED 


rte y 


EASTON » 


Private ENQuiIry 
Prerson’s HusBAND—WARRANTY 
AFTER THEY HAVE LEFT SERVICE 
The plaintiff, a private enquiry agent, contracted with the defendant, 

a married woman living apart from her husband, that a watch should 

be kept upon the husband, and the plaintiff arranged for a watch 

to be kept on the movements of the defendant's husband from Janucry 
4th to the first week in Apri, 1911. D, man employed by the 
plaintiff upon this work for three days, after the expiration of his 
service, told G, a man who had been employed by the plaintiff in 

1909, of the work upon which he was engaged, and G informed the 

defendant's husband that he was being watched. The plaintiff knew 

nothing of this, and continued to organise the watch kept upon the 
defendant's husband after he had been injurmed that observation was 
being kept upon his movements. 

Held, that there could not be implied from the circumstances of such 
a contract that the plaintiff quaranteed secrecy on the part of persons 
she employed in the work of watching, after they had left her service. 

Appeal from the Brompton County Court. The plaintiff entered 
into the out in the head-note with the defendant. The 
price agreed upon was 6 guineas a week, with 1 guinea a day for odd 
days. Davis, a man employed by the plaintiff for three days in 
watching the defendant’s husband, after the expiration of his ser 
vice told Gardiner, a man who had been employed by the plaintiff 
in 1909, of the work upon which he had been engaged, and Gardiner 
conveyed this information to the defendant’s husband. The plaintiff 
knew nothing of this, and continued to organise and conduct a watch 
upon the movements of the defendant’s husband after ho had been 
informed that he was being kept under observation. The defendant 
paid to the plaintiff £64 18s. 10d. of the plaintiff's charges—£94—but 
refused to pay the balance, on the ground that there was an implied 
warranty on the part of the plaintiff guaranteeing the secrecy of the 
persons she employed, and that if by their instrumentality the person 
to watched was warned that observation was being kept upon 
him, he was no longer ‘‘ watched ’’ within the meaning of the contract. 
The plaintiff brought an action in the county court for the balance 
of her charges and recovered judgment, the learned county court judge 
holding that the plaintiff could not be held to guarantee the secrecy 
of persons who had once been in her employ, and had left it, and that 
she was not disentitled to recover for services rendered in ignorance 
of the fact that the person to be watched had been warned that he 
was being watched. The defendant appealed. In the course of the 
argument, Hamirton, J. said : Is there any case where a solicitor 
has been unable to recover fees from a client on the ground that his 
clerk, after he has left his service, has divulged that client’s private 
affairs of which he had obtained knowledge when in the solicitor’s 
service’’’ Mr. Norman Craig, K.C., who was arguing for the 
defendant, said he knew of no such case. 

Hamitton, J. :—This is a novel point, and perhaps an interesting 
The plaintiff was a person who watched other persons for 
reward. The defendant was a married woman who wanted to have her 
husband watched, and resorted to the plaintiff for that purpose. In 
her advertisements the plaintiff said that secrecy was essential to her 
business, and there is no doubt that in such a business if there was not 
a certain amount of secrecy it would be without effect. In pursuance 
of her contract with the defendant to watch the defendant’s husband 
the plaintiff employed certain persens, in respect of whose services the 
f this account was claimed. However, the watching was of 
I assume there would have been nothing to watch in any 
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contract set 
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be 


case. 


balance of t 
no (fect. 





| the balance of her 


ifter he had ceased to be employed by the plaintiff, tolda man named 
Gardiner, who had been employed by the plaintiff in 1909, the name oi 
the man he had been watching. Gardiner, from what motive it js 
unnecessary for us to inquire, went to the defendant’s husband and 
told him he was being watched. The plaintiff brought an action fo, 
fees for work done in watching the defendant's 
husband after he had been informed that he was being watched. Thy 
county court judge was invited to hold that there was a guarantee 
implied by the plaintiff in her contract of the secrecy of the persons 
who had been in her employment, but had left it, and that if that 
guarantee was not fulfilled she was not entitled to recover, 
though she and her assistants were in ignorance that the person who 
was being watched was upon his guard. The defendant also contended 
here that the learned county court judge ought to have found as a 
matter of law that the plaintiff had been guilty of such negligence as to 
disentitle her to recover because when she engaged Davis and 
Gardiner she had not taken care to select persons of such impeccable 
discretion that after they had left her service they would not discuss 
what had gone on whilst they were in it. That point does not appeai 
to have been made at the county court. In my opinion the learned 
judge was right in giving judgment for the plaintiff. I do not think 
that the circumstances of this contract are such as to justify us in 


even 


| inferring such a warranty of secrecy on the part of an employee, at all 


events, after that employee had left the service. I say nothing one 
way or the other as to whether such a warranty of secrecy ought to be 
implied on the part of persons still in the plaintiff’s services. The 
a doctor's servant or of a solicitor’s clerk divulging secrets 


case of 
raise a somewhat similar issue. At any rate, when a person 


would 


| has left the employment I do not think it can be either necessary o1 


| conduct on the part of the employee. 





justifiable to imply such a warranty of secrecy on his part, because it 
would be impossible to fix the limits of time and to define the circum- 
stances to which such a warranty should extend to say, for example, 
whether it extended to wilful conduct only, or to merely negligent 
I think, therefore, that in the 
absence of authority, I am not prepared to imply such a warranty from 
this contract. If the persons who employ these agents want to protect 
themselves in circumstances such as these, they must do so by express 
terms stated in the contract. The appeal, therefore, will be dismissed. 
Counset, Norman Craig, K.C., and Storry Deans; Compton-Smith. 

Sorrcrrors, Stanley, Woodhouse & Hedderwick ; Newton G. Driver. 
[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 
GENERAL MEETING. 

A general meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, the 26th 
ult,, Mr. W. J. Humfrys (Hereford, president) taking the chai 
Among those present were Mr. Charles Leopold Samson (vice-presi 
dent), the Hon. walter Bernard Louis Barrington, Mr. Thomas 
William Bischoff, Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. Alfred 
Henry Coley (Birmingham), Mr. Cecil Allen Coward, Sir Homewood 
Crawford, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert William Dibdin, M: 
Walter Dowson, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. Walter Henry 
Foster,’Mr, Samuel Garreti, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charlies Goddard, 
Mr. John Roger Burrow Gregory, Sir Henry James Johnson, the Hon. 
Robert Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Philip Hubert Martineau, Mr. Robert Chan 
cellor Nesbitt. Mr. Ernest Fitzjohn Oldham, Sir Albert Kaye Rollit 
LL.D., D.C.L., Litt.D., Mr, William Arthur Sharpe, Mr, Richard 
Stephens Taylor, Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. William Melmoth Walters 
Mr. Robert Mills Welsford, and Mr. William Howard Winterbotham 
(members of the Council), Mr. Arthur Joseph Clarke ‘High Wycombe 
and Mr. Charles Elton Longmore, C.B, (Hertford) (extraordinary mem 
bers); also Mr. S. P, B. Bucknill (secretary) and Mr. E. R. Cook 
(assistant secretary). 

Dest COLLECTING BY SOLICITORS. 

Mr. Briystey Harper (London) said he desired to raise a question 
before the Society with reference to a matter which he was sure must 
have caused surprise amongst solicitors. The Council of the Society 
had given a decision, which had been supported by the Divisional 
Court. The decision dealt with a matter which was of very ordinary 
occurrence in the City of London, and if it was declared to be illegal 
he must say that at least half the solicitors in the City ought to be 
struck off the Rolls. 

The Prestpent observed that Mr. Harper had simply given not 
to ask a question. 

Mr. Brinstey Harper said the matter affected a very large numbt 
of the members of the profession. 

The Prestpent said that Mr. Brinsley Harper had merely give 
notice of a question, and he would answer it. If Mr. Harper wished 
he could give notice of motion for the next general meeting. 

Mr. Brinstry Harper said that if that was so he would ask the 
question, of which he had given notice, as follows — Whethe: 
(having regard to the case of Zn re a Solicitor, W.N, 18th November. 
1911) it is to be understood that the Law Society consider the collec- 
tion of debts bx solicitors for clients on the terms of a commission 
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being paid on the amount of the debt recovered as champertous and in 
the opinion of the Society unprofessional conduct on the part of a 
solicitor ?”’ 

The Prestpent: Mr. Brinsley Harper asks the opinion of the Law 
Society, not of the Council. The way to ascertain the opinion of the 
Society is by motion at 2 general meeting, not by a question. If Mr. 


Brinsley Harper’s object is to ascertain the opinion of the Council, | 


the answer is (1) The question whether the collection of debts by 
solicitors for clients on the terms of commission being paid upon the 
amount of the debt recovered is champertous, is a question of law 
which can only be determined by the Courts. At present the 





authorities on the subject are conflicting. The Council recognise that | 
there is much to be said in favour of authorising remuneration by | 


commission, and will be prepared to consider favourably an applica- 
tion, under proper circumstances, to support a test case on the point. 


in the meantime the whole question will receive the further considera- | 


tion of the Council. (2) To the question whether the practice referred 
to is unprofessional conduct, the answer is that it is the function of 
the Discipline Committee, and the Courts, to decide what is, or is not, 
professional misconduct. The circumstances of the case Zn re a Soli- 
citor, W. N., 18th November, 1911, were special, and the decision in 
that case did 1ot depend altogether upon the point raised by Mr. 
Brinsley Harper’s question. 

Mr. Briystry Harper asked whether, arising out of that, he might 
ask whether if the facts in this case had only been that debts were col- 
lected on commission, the Council thought that that would be unpro- 
fessional conduct? 

The Presipent : I must have notice in the ordinary way. 

Mr. Brinstry Harper said he would give notice to ask the question 
at the next meeting, and would put a notice of motion down. 

Lecan Arp Societies. 

Mr. Cuartes Forp (London) had given notice to ask the following 
question. He said the Council had received a communication from the 
Bar Council, and the question was, ‘‘ Whether the attention of the 
4ouncil has been called to the recent severe remarks of His Honour 
Judge Woodfall as to so-called ‘ legal aid societies,’ and whether the 
Council are co-operating with the Bar Council to protect the public 
against these so-called ‘ societies’ ? 

The Prestpent: The Council have for some time past been con- 
ferring with the Bar Council upon the matter, which is still under their 
consideration. I may add that the Bar Council are considering the 
matter and are in direct communication with the Council of this 
Society. 

Mr. Forp: Is there any doubt about it? 

The Presipent : I have given vou the answer. 

Mr. Forp: I am much obliged to you. 

VACANT JUDGESHIP. 

Mr. Forp had also given notice: ‘‘To ask the President of 
the Law Society if he can give any information as to the intentions of 
His Majesty’s Government in regard to filling the King’s Bench vacant 


judgeship caused by the lamented death of the late Mr. Justice | 


Grantham, and whether the Council of the Society propose to make 





| 


representations as to filling up such vacancy without delay in the | 


interests of suitors? ”’ 
of the learned judge mentioned in the question. 

The Presipent : Neither I nor the Council have any information as 
to the intention of His Majesty’s Government with regard to the 
vacancy referred to. The Council are not proposing to make repre- 
sentations as to filling up such vacancy. 

Mr. Forp : I am very sorry to hear it, Mr. President. 

Lanp TRANSFER ACT. 

Mr. J. S. Rupristem (London) had given notice to move the fol- 
lowing resolutions : ‘‘1. That (a) the experimental working of compul- 
sory registration of title in the county of London since January, 1899, 
has proved that the system is complicated, dilatory and costly; (b) 
the amendments recommended by the Report of the Royal Commission 
on Land Transfer are not calculated to and cannot remove defects 
which are fundamental; and (c) accordingly this meeting recommends 
the Council to take into serious consideration the question whether or 
not the Privy Council should not now be asked to exercise its power 
of rescinding the Order applying compulsion to the county of 
London and thus relieve London property owners from the burden 
of having to find £50,000 a year for the upkeep of the Land Registry 
Office. 2. That, having regard to the fact that the system of registra- 
tion of title, notwithstanding that it has been available in this country 
since 1862, has never succeeded in securing the confidence of property 
owners, and is to-day more distrusted than ever, this meeting desires 
to record its conviction that the time has come for recognising the fact 
that the Land Regisry Office is unable to justify its existence, and 
should consequently be brought to an end.’’ He said he thought that 
no apology was needed from him for bringing forward the resolutions. 
From the commencement of the controversy regarding the matter he 
had held the view that the only practical way of dealing with the 
matter was to educate the public, and the only way that could be done 
was by bringing forward resolutions of this character. It was the only 
opportunity they had of bringing the facts under the notice of the 
public. Referring to the resolutions which the Council had passed in 
consideration of his paper read at the Nottingham meeting, he said 
that they were resolutions with which he thoroughly disagreed, and 
which seemed to him to have no practical bearing on the subject as it 
stood to-day. He would say nothing with regard to the first, which was : 


He said he was sure they all deplored the death | 
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‘* That the Council be recommended to inform the Lord Chancellor that, 
with a view to simplifying the transfer of land, the Council are pre- 
pared to submit a Bill for assimilating the law of realty and per- 
sonalty in accordance with the views of Mr. T. Cyprian Williams, as 
summarised in paragraph 101 of the Report of the Royal Commission, 
and to invite his Lordship to support such a measure.’’ They were all 
agreed as to that. All he would say about it was that it was hardly a 
practical suggestion at the present moment. It was hardly to be 
expected that the Lord Chancellor would go out of his way to bring 
about an alteration of the law such as was suggested for the simple 
purpose of furthering whatever view the Council might have arrived 
at. The second resolution was: ‘‘ That the consideration of the ques- 
tion of any extension of the system of compulsory registration of title 
should be deferred until the law has been amended, as above suggested, 
and the amendments recommended by the Report of the Royal Com- 
mission have also been passed into law, and the system as amended has 
been found to work satisfactorily.” He ventured to say that there 
was not a member of the Council who in his conscience could believe 
that, if every one of the amendments recommended by the Royal Com 
mission were passed into law to-morrow, the system could possibly 
work satisfactorily. It was a system which was fundamentally wrong, 
which required things to be done which were not possible. And 
believing as they must believe, and as they had said over and over 
again they did believe, thht the system was a wrong one, how could 
they suggest to the Lord Chancellor that he should make amendments 
and see how they worked, when solicitors knew it was impossible that 
the Act should ever work satisfactorily. Surely the right course would 
have been to say, ‘‘ We have read the Report of the Royal Commis- 
sion and considered their recommendations, but we believe that if 
these recommendations were part of the*law they would not remove the 
fundamental objections to the system which means for all time a 
mechanical system.”’ Surely it was not right to invite the Lord Chan- 
cellor to make amendments which they knew could not work 
satisfactorily. It was just about twelve months since the Report of 
the Royal Commission was issued, and to this day he thought the 
Council had not issued any statement at all as to their views on the 
subject. It was understood, he thought, that they were taking the 
Report into consideration, and were to let the members of the Society 
know their views. So far as he knew, thev had not done so. Another 
point to which he would like to call attention was that the Royal 
Commission never did have the confidence of the Society. The Council 
knew that the Society passed a resolution to that effect, namely, that 
the composition of the Royal Commission was wholly unsatisfactory. 
It was a committee of twelve men, only one of whom was a solic itor, 
and only one of whom, therefore, had any pretence of knowing the 
practical part of the work, and he died before the Report of the Com- 
mission was issued. So that the Society did, in express terms, pase 
a resolution to the effect that the constitution of the Commission was 
highly unsatisfactory. And yet the Council professed to attach im- 
portance to the conclusions at which the Commission had arrived by 
recommending that they should be carried into effect. It should be 
kept in view that the matters referred to that Commission were far toe 
limited, and that they excluded the very one subject in which the 
members of the Society were most vitally interested. Simply to ark 
the Commission to report what amendments were necessary wis 
altogether beside the question. The Council should have taken that 
into consideration when they dealt with the whole subject. the ole t 
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in London. Telegrams: “ Firavtel, London.’’ 
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of which was plain to everybody outside the purview of the Commis 
sioners. The Commission had to consider whether the system could 
or could not be made satisfactory. A third point to whic h the Society 
strongly objected was the fact that the inquiry was being held 
They asked that it should be a public inquiry. There 
again the authorities for their own reasons preferred to hold the 
ingairy in camerd, with the resu't that the public knew nothing what- 
ever about the evidence that was put before the Commission. It was 
true that it had been reprinted and that it ran to a volume of several 
hundred pages. But such a volume could not possibly be read through 
by any single individual. It was impossible to read through a long 
report of that kind, and, for all practical purposes, the volume was 
waste paper. These matters might have been present to the minds 
of the Council when they were considering the subject, and as to what 
resolutions they were to pass and send to the Lord Chancellor. Then, 
hen the Report was issued, they might have said, ‘* We have read 
the conclusions of your Royal Commission, and, to a large extent, 
there are many things about it we should like to emphasize; viewing 
them as the authoritative statement of what we should support, it is 
impossible for us to do so.” From that point of view the Council 
should have reiterated their view that it was impossible to 
hake the system satisfactory, and that, therefore, the sooner 
it was brought to an end the better. With regard to his first resolution, 
he ventured to say that no one could dispute that. It was admitted 
the Royal Commission themselves had admitted it. They had found 
t a fact that the purchaser of property with a possessor’s title in 
Londou was at a disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere. 
Again, they said the system was an imperfect one, and yet the Council 
were allowing without protest this imperfect system to continue to 
eXist, and without uttering a word to bring it to an end. That it was 
costly was proved by the fact that it required about £50,000 a year to 
keep the Land Registry Office going. In other words, people with pro 
perty were mulcted in fees which produced £50,000 annually, in ad- 
dition to the ordinary scale charges. Again, he asked the meeting to 
say that the amendments recommended were not calculated to remove 
defects which were fundamental. The Royal Commission itself gave 
away the whole case for the registry when it advised that a mortgage 
otld not be carried out by the registrar, and advised that it could only 
be carried out by deeds in the ordinary way and put on the register. 
In other words it was a register of deeds simply. He was in favour 
of a register of deeds and had no objection to that at all. But then 
the vegistry of title was a 1egistry of deeds; but it had been proved 
that as a registry of title it was an absolute failure. His first resolution 
recommended the Council to consider whether the Privy Council should 
not exercise its power to rescind the Order applying compulsion to 
London, and he should have thought it was the primary duty of 
the Council to make the recommendation that it should be brought to an 
end. The Council should have the courage of their convictions, and 
should make the recommendation he was suggesting. When the Act 
was passed, the society congratulated themselves on the fact that these 
orders applying compulsion could be removed at any time. That was 
held to be the principal safeguard in the Act of 1897; but the authori 
ties had since eaid that power to revoke meant nothing, because the 
Privy Council, who had the right to recall the order. were practically 
the Lord Chancellor for the time being, and he (Mr. Rubinstein) 
understood that unless the Lord Chancellor was willing, the Privy 
Council could not take any action. But the fact that the Act provided 
that permission proved that it was experimental and that it was never 
intended to apply for all time, as the authorities persisted in telling 
them to-day. If that was so, why should there have been inserted a 





in camera, 





proper course was to put an end to the system in London, and then it 
would never be heard of outside the metropolis. 

Mr, Water Bearp (London) said that, for the purpose of discussion, 
he would second the resolution. 

The Presipent: I think I had better at this point state generally 
the views and the position of the Council. I am not going to discuss 
what Mr. Rubinstein has said of the Council. What I am going to say 
depends upon quite other considerations. I may say that we cannot agree 
with everything he has said on the matter, or about ourselves, and we 
do not think, as he apparently does, that this profession, even if they 
were united, which we know they are not, would be strong enough to 
compel the present Ministry to do something they do not like to do. 
But I may say that the Council, and particularly, | may say, I myself, 
are, and have been for some time, in communication with the Lord 
Chancellor, and that his Lordship is considering the suggestions made 
by the Council for the amendment and simplification of the law of 
real property which, in the opinion of the Council—supported by the 
Provincial Law Societies—is the question of primary importance at 
the present time. I cannot say more about what has taken place at 
present than that I must ask the meeting to take it from me that. 
these negotiations are going on at the present moment. Under these 
circumstances, without expressing any opinion for the moment one way 
or the other about what Mr. Rubinstein has urged, the Council are 
emphatically of opinion that this is not the time and that it would not 
serve any useful purpose at this moment to pass the resolution. We 
feel that this is not the right time—a time may come later on—to 
discuss the matter, and, therefore, on behalf of the Council, I have 
to move the previous question. 

Mr. C. L. Samson (London, Vice-President) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Rusinstein said he was rather taken by surprise at the action of 
the Council on this matter. It was another attempt to avoid a dis- 
cussion. He would suggest that the motions should be adjourned to 
the next general meeting of the Society, so as to give the negotiations 
time to come to a head. He must say that, personally, solicitors were 
not good negotiators. They were very skilful in managing the affairs 
of their clients, but when it came to managing their own affairs as a 
body they were, it might be, somewhat unbusinesslike. But he did not 
wish to prolong the discussion. He would like to move that the con- 
sideration of his resolutions should stand over to the next general 
meeting. 

The Prestpent : I have no objection. 


Law Students’ Societies. 
{HE UNION SOCIETY OF LONDON. 


The twelfth meeting of the session 1911-12 was held at 3, King’s 
Bench Walk, Temple, on 31st of January, 1912, at 8 p.m., the President 
being in the chair. The subject for debate was :—‘‘ That the adoption 
of Lord Roberts’ proposal for compulsory military service is necessi- 
tated by the conspicuous failure of the Territorial system.’’ Proposed 
by Mr. F. H. Bellamy, opposed by Mr, Aubrey V. Davies. Othe: 
speakers were :—Mr. M. Money, Mr. A. Safford, Mr. W. A. Bright, 
Mr. M. P. Fitzgerald, Mr. G. F. Stringer, Mr. J. H. Cole, Mr J. 8 
Rae, Mr. A. A. Eustace, Mr. J. G. Baker, Mr. C. A. Geen, Mr. Q. I. 
de Montagnan. The motion was declared carried by one vote. 





Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students Union of England and Wales. 
EXAMINATION DINNER. 


This dinner was held on Friday, the 19th of January, 1912, at the 
Holborn Restaurant. The chair was occupied by Mr. Edward Jenks. 
An excellent concert followed, contributed to by the following members : 

Messtae. F. S. Boxall, R. T. Davies, D. Davis, V. Fletcher, W. S. 
Jones, C. F, King, R. F. Mattingly, A. Powys, and Woolwrych. 











Obituary. 


The death occurred on the 25th ult., in Edinburgh, of Mr. John 
Alexander Reid, sheriff of the counties of Ross, Cromarty, and Sutherland 
since 1907, Mr. Reid was the son of the late Mr. John Reid, a merchant 


| in Glasgow, who married a daughter of Mr. Alexander Paton, of 


provision in the Act which should give the Privy Council the power of | 


rescinding an order? He asked if they were willing that this system 
should continue for all time in London, even if it was extended to the 
country. Of course they could make a far stronger case against the 
extension to the country, but as long as the system was in operation 


in London the whole country was endangered, as the absurdity of ' 


having one system in operation in London and a different system in 
operation in the provinces was recognized, and the only way to get out 
of the absurdity was to extend it to the whole of the ountry. The 


| 


Pitmenzies, Fifeshire. He was educated at Glasgow Academy and at 
the Universities of Glasgow, of which he was an M.A., and Edinburgh. 
Admitted to the Scottish Bar in 1866, he became Advocate-Depute in 
1885, and served in the same office under the next two Liberal Adminis 
trations, and was made a K.C. in 1906. Mr. Reid from time to time held 
other offices outside his immediate professional connection. He was a 
Commissioner of Northern Lights, a Commissioner in Lunacy for 
Scotland, Chancellor of the Diocese of Edinburgh, and chairman of the 
Consultative Council on Church Legislation in the Episcopal Church of 
Scotland. In his private capacity he was a director of the Scottish 
Metropolitan Life leone Company and of the Reversionary Associa 
tion (Limited). He married, in 1887, a daughter of Mr. James Lonsdale. 


, of The Pavilion, Armagh 
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Legal News. 


Dissolutions. 
Wri1uM Lewin, Hvusert Wittiam Mitter, CHARLES 
Wootston, and Sipney Herpert Srencer Cook, solicitors (Burnham, 
Son, & Lewin), Wellingborough, Northamptonshire, Dec. 31. So far 
as regards the said William Lewin and Hubert William Miller; the 
said Charles Eustace Wooiston and Sidney Herbert Spencer Cook will 
continue the said business, under the same style as heretofore. 


Herspert VizaRp, Ernest FitzjoHN OLDHAM, ARTHUR TREVOR 
TatHAM, GEORGE Bertram CrowperR, and Samuet Ernest CasH, 
solicitors (Crowders, Vizard, Oldham, & Co.), 51, Lincoln’s Inn-fields, 
W.C., and 9, Great George-street, Westminster. Dec. 31. The said 
Arthur Trevor Tatham retiring from the firm; the said Herbert Vizard, 
Ernest Fitzjohn Oldham, George Bertram Crowder, and Samuel Ernest 
Cash will continue to carry on business at 51, Lincoln’s Inn-fields and 
9, Great George-street aforesaid, under the style of Crowders, Vizard, 
Oldham, & Co. (Gazette, Jan. 26. 


Information Required. 


SIR JOHN MURRAY SCOTT, Baronet, deceased.—Any person who 
witnessed the signature of the deceased to any will, codicil, or other 
testamentary disposition subsequent to December, 1907, or who has the 
custody or care of any such document, is kindly requested at once to 
communicate with Messrs. Capron and Co., of Savile-piace, Conduit- 
street, London, W., solicitors, 


General. 


Mr. Percy F. Wheeler, of Lincoln’s-inn, who has recently undergone 
an operation for appendicitis at 6, Kensington-court, is making favour- 
able progress. 


Judge Scully, County Court judge for Sussex since 1903, sat for the 

last time at Brighton on the 26th ult. before leaving for Berkshire. 

et at his leaving was expressed by Mr. Rowland Harker on behalf 

of the bar, Mr. R. B. Pope, president of the Sussex Law Society, and 
Mr. Jennings, registrar, 


The following candidates have been nominated for election to fill the 
twenty-four vacancies upon the general council of the bar. The election 
will take place during the week ending Saturday, the 10th of February :— 
Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Mr. WW. English Harrison, K.C., Mr. J. Scott 
Fox, K.C., Mr. N. Micklem, K.C., Mr. Montague Shearman, K.C., Mr. 
(Gieorge Cave, K.C., M.P., Mr. R. B. D. Acland, K.C., Mr. A. M. 
Langdon, K.C., Mr. A. F. Peterson, K.C., Mr. George Elliott, K.C., 
Mr, F. A. Greer, K.C., Mr. George Borthwick, Mr. Arthur H. Poyser, 
Mr. James W. Greig, C.B., M.P., Mr. Ashworth James, Mr. H. W. 
Disney, Mr. Joseph Sharpe, Mr. C. F. Lowenthal, Mr. F. Newbolt, Mr. 
J. A, Hawke, Mr. Owen Thompson, the Hon. M. M. Macnaghten, Mr. 
E. Percival Clarke, Mr. J. B. Matthews, Mr. W. D. Mathias, Mr Holford 
Knight, Mr. Gilbert Hurst, Mr. T. Cuthbertson, Mr. L. H, Barnes, and 
Mr. Henry Maddocks, 


There is a growing conviction, says the Daily Telegraph, that the next 
vacancy in the judicial bench will not. be filled. The Treasury, ever an 
economical body, is said to be making a gallant effort to cut down the 
modest remuneration of the King’s Remembrancer, an opportunity being 
afforded by the resignation of Sir James Mellor and the appointment of 
Sir John Macdonell. If the paying out of £300 a year causes such suffer- 
ing to the authorities, the agony of finding £5,000 a year must be intense. 
A belief that his place will not be filled may well be one of the reasons for 
the postponement of his resignation by Mr, Justice Lawrance. 
reduction of the staff of King’s Bench judges will not necessarily result in 


EUSTACE 


The | 


immediate disaster; but after a few months the same difficulties that 
were encountered two years ago will inevitably arise. Arrears will accu- 
mulate; Commissions of Assize will have to be appointed; and the 
additional courts will wonder why they have been erected. 


At the Leicester Quarter Sessions on the 26th ult., the Recorder, Mr. 
M. C. Buszard, K.C., commenting on recent legislation having for its 
object the reform of criminals, said the danger they had to guard against 
was that of making prison life too attractive. It would be a great 
“misfortune if in the etfort to reform criminals the places of confinement 
were made so inviting as to prove places of refuge preferable to the 
workhouse. He was glad, and he thought the country was to be con- 
gratulated on the fact, that the Home Secretaryship had now passed into 
the hands of a lawyer. He regarded it as a danger to society when the 
person placed in such an office was a mere faddist with peculiar notions 
of his own which he insisted upon airing, with the result that they had 
such incidents as that of the Dartmoor shepherd. The present Home 
Secretary possessed a considerable acquaintance \with the law, and would 
certainly administer the office on clear and sober lines, unswayed by 
cranky notions ov amateur ideas that were not warranted by practical 


experienc e, 


Speaking as chairman of the Union of London and Smiths Bank meet 
ing recently, Sir Felix Schuster passed in review the various 
influences at present affecting the financial and commercial situation. 
As regards the depreciation in Consols, he expressed the opinion that 
nothing of an artificial nature could really raise the price, but he 
advocated the restoration of the Sinking Fund to an efficient and per 
manent basis, not to be tampered with as the exigencies of Chancellors 
of the Exchequer required. A constant stream of sales, he declared, 
was caused by the death duties. It was, he thought, hardly sufficiently 
appreciated how seriously these particular duties affected the investment 
market. In our whole system of taxation, he believed, it was the one 
tax that might be described as economically unsound. It was destructive 
of capital, and although at first the effect of the imposition of such a 
tax could not make itself felt to the full extent, yet before many years 
were over its yield must be a decreasing quantity, for what was really 
absorption of capital was treated as revenue, 


Mr. Justice Lawrance, says the Globe, who will complete on the 25th of 
February his twenty-second year of judicial service, is affectionately 
known to the bar as “ Long Lawrance.’’ He enjoys the distinction not 
only of being the tallest man on the bench, but also of being its only 
occupant to whom Lord Brampton gave a commendatory word in his 
“Reminiscences.” Referring to an incident on the Midland Circuit, when 
Mr. Justice Lawrance was his colleague, he remarks that ‘“‘ a pleasanter 
there could not be.” ‘This is the incident Lord Brampton refers to. 
“T was rather late in court that morning, perhaps half an hour, and 
Lawrance said tu me at lunch, ‘ There’s a serious complaint against you.’ 
I asked what it was. ‘ Well,’ said he, ‘ the High Sheriff made a remark 
about it being a great pity that you were always late, and he begged mo 
to say it was a matter of importance in the performance oi his oucies 
t» be punctual.’ ‘ What did you say to him? It was a little impertinent 
to give orders to the judge.’ ‘I said, Before you accuse him of unpunc- 
tuality, wait till four o'clock, and you’ll see how punctual he is.’ ’ 


The pose ibility of the removal of the Surrey County Aesizes from Guild- 
ford has for sometime past given rise to much discussion locally. The 
assizesare held in the County and, Borough Halls, whichare the property of 
a company, and complaints have been made of the accommodation of the 
court from time to time by the*visiting judges, whilst the Prison Com 
missioners have expressed dissatisfaction at the cell accommodation. The 
Guildford Corporation have been urged to acquire the County and 
Borough Halls and make proper provision for the assize court, but when 
the property was recently offered to them they declined it, principally 
on the ground of the expense that would be incurred in adapting the 
buildings to modern requirements. Since the.last assizes, when the judge 
| made complaint of the acoustic properties of the hall, the question has 
been under the consideration of the Standing Joint Committee of the 
county, who have not yet presented their report. The suggestion has been 


| 
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ESTABLISHED in 890. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
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made that Surrey cases may possibly be eent for trial at the Central | 
Criminal Court, thus doing away with the necessity of holding a county 
assize, or that the assizes may be removed to Kingston-on-Thames and 
held in the County Hall, where the Surrey County Council meets and the 
Surrey Quarter Sessions are held. Some significance is attached to the 
fact that the Prison Commissioners have caused the cell and othe 
accommodation at the County Hall, Kingston, to be inspected, and have 
certified it to be quite adequate for the requirements of the assizes. 

At a meeting of the justices of the County of London on the 26th ult., 
the proposal to amalgamate the criminal business of the county with that 
of the Central Criminal Court was discussed. Motions appeared on the 
agenda in the name of Mr. Edmund Barnes and Colonel W. R. Smith 
protesting against the proposal. Mr. Edward Smith, of the London 
County Council, suggested that both gentlemen should allow any protest | 
or expression of disapproval to stand over for a tyne. He said that the 
London County Council had not laid down any scheme or principle 
whatever, and had not suggested anything that would in any way affect 
tho rights and privileges of the justices. The new Home Secretary had 
been approached, and they had impressed upon him the absolute necessity 
for the erection of a Central Hall of Justice. Only just recently they had 
received from Mr. McKenna an official communication, and they would | 
be seeing him in the course of the next few days. They believed that the 
Home Secretary was with them in their aspirations. After some further 
discussion, the motions expressing disapproval were allowed to stand over, 
and the following resolution, moved . Mr. Barnes, was adopted :— 
‘* That the London County Council be called upon at once to provide the 
site for the necessary new building in a convenient central district in 
Landon, as recommended by the report of the Departmental Committee 
on the County of London Quarter Sessions of the 28th of July, 1909.” 
The chairman, in reply to a question, said that if any proposal were made 
which would entail the relinquishment by the magistrates of the County 
of London of any part of their judicial functions he would at once summon 
& apecial meeting. | 


————— | 


Royat Navy.—Parents thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 


The Property Mart. | 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 





Feb, 7.—Mesara. Eowrw Fox, Bovusrietp, Boswerrs, & Banpecey, at the Mart, at 2; | 
Modern Bui ding (see advertisement, back page, Jan. 27). 

Feb. 13.—Mesers. Tavecoop & Maartry, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb. 20.—Measre. Gro, Goutpsuira, Son, & Co., at the Mart, at 3; Leasehold Resi- 
dence (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb, 27.—Moesars, Darver, Jowas, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds and Loase- 
hold (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb. 23.—Mesars. Danren Suirn, Son, & Oaxusy, at the Mart: Ground Rents (se® 
advertisement, back page, Jan. 27). 

Feb. 20.—Merers. Vewtom, Buit, & Cooper, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents and Building Land (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reveasions, Lire Interests, Porrcres, &c,. 


Mosers. H. EB. Fosrer & Cranrizip held their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
interests, at the Mart, on Thursday last, when the following Lots were sold at the 
prices mentioned, making a total of £4,050 :— 

The ABSOLUT# REVERSION to £700)... assent Sold £360 


- pa 25,561 ... on ‘ one ooo gp: £2,130 
ee cs £1,400 ... a a ne 
jae -" £1,100 .., 8 ous me » £460 
: a £1,400 ... al a 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reorstears tn ATTENDANCE OW 


Mr. Justice 


Emeresxcy Apprat Covst Mr. Justice 

Date. Rota, No, 3, Joycox. Swinrew Eapvy. 
Monday Feb. 5 Mr Bloxam Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Church 
Tuesday ...... 6 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Wednesday...... 7 Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Thursday......... 8 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Friday ..... « Beal Borrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Saturday ......... 10 Greswe!l Beal Synge Borrer 

Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Juatice 

Date. Waruineror. Nevitus. Parcs. Eva, 
Monday Feb, 5 Mr Greswell Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Synge 
Tuesday ..0.... 6 Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Churea 
Weduesday...... 7 Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Thursday a @ Charch Beal Synge Bloxam 
Priday ........... v Theed Greswell Oburch Farmer 


Theed Leach 





coscenee Bloxam Goldschmidt 
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High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division: 


Hiiary SITTINGS, 1912. 
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Circuits of the Judges. 

The following Judges will remain in town: LAWRANCE, J., PHILLIMORE, 
J., Scrutton, J., and Avory, J., during the whole of the Circuits ; 
the other Judges till their respective Commission Days. 

Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Cireuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be 
tiken on the first working day; in other cases the note appended to 
the name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil 
Business will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which 
two Judges go there will be no alteration in the old practice. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan. 26, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurrep im Caanceer. 

A. RupEBERG & Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 18, directed to be heard 
Feb 6. Wethertield & Co, 1, Gresham bidgs, Guildhall, solors for the petnr. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Feb 5. 

ANGLO-DuTCcH INSURANCE AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, L1TD—Creditors are required, 
onor before Feb 26, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Fortuyn Droog-Lever & John Milsom Ellworthy, 46, Cannon st, 
joint liquidators, 

Bioprics, Lrp -Petn for winding-up, presented Jan 23, diracted to be heard Feb 6. 
Henderson, 119-125, Finsbury pvymt, solor for the petnr. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 5. 

Browy, Dopson & C», Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 29, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their débts or claims, to Edward Thomas 
brown, 35, Clifton hill, 8t John’s Wood. Holden & Holden, Bolton, solorsa for the 
liquidator. 

CoLLias & Co (BLACKPOOL), Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQuIpATiON)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John &. Boyd, 9, St James’ sq, Manchester.  Addleshaw, Sons 
& Co, Manchester, solors for the liquiiator. 

CONSOLIDA\ED OILFIELDS OF CALIFORNIA, LtD—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, 
directed to be heard Feb 6. Matthew J. Jarvis, Finsbury sq, solor for the petnrs. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 

{ternoon of Feb 5, 


G. W. CoomMsrs, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 13, directed to be heard at 
the Guildhall, Canterbury, Feb 6at 11. Cooper & Bike, 6 ani 7, Portman st, Portman 
8q, Solors for the petars. Notice of apvearing must reach the above named not later 
than 6 o’cl ck in the afternoon of Feb 5, 

LONDON G6VENING NEWSPAPER Co, L1p—Petn for winding- 'p, presented Jan, 17, directed 
to be heard Feb 6. Arthur S. Cardew, Leanox ho, Norfolk st,solor for the peturs, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Feb, 5. 

New VES3EL, Ltp—Creditors are required on or before Feb 23, to send in their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claim:, to Allan R. Barham, 27--31, 
Earl st, Finsbury, liquidator. 

New WHEAL ELIZA Consons, Lrp (iN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, onor before 
Mar 30, to sendin their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to T. G. Haward, 39, Lombard st, liquidator. 

PACAYA RUBBER AND PropucE Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 19, 
directed to be heard Feb 6. Torr & o, 38, Bedford row, solors for the ptar. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Feb 5 

PREMIER MEDICAL AID ASSOCIATION, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or b fore Feb 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to John Henry Kee ie, Adelaide bldgs, London Bridge, liqui- 
dator. 

S. STRONG AND Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, directed to be heard 
Feb 6. Jaques & Co, 8, Ely pl, Holbora, ageats for Godfrey & C>, Halifax, solors 
for the petnrs. Notice of app2aring must reach the above named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 5. 

TALANA COLLIERIES, LTp (RHODESIA)—Petn for winding-up presented Jan 11, directed 
to be heard Fed6 Ince & Co, St Benet chmbrs, Fencrurch st, solors for the peturs 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Feb5 

W H Jonunson & Co, Lrp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are ‘required, on 
or before Feb 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Sam Laylor Gill, Hartshead chmbrs, Sheffield, liquidator 

WHITE, MItLer & Co. Ltd—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 19, directed to be 
heard Feb 6 Flux & Co, 144, Leadenhall st, agents for Cotterell, Walsall, solor for the 
petnrs Nocice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Feb 5 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 30. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep tm Omawogey. 

BERNASCONT'S EXPERT BAZAAR FittTina Co, Lip. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION),— 
Cre fitors are required, on or before April 1, to seni their names and addresses 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. C. Northcott, 6, Lord st, Liverpool 
liquidator. 

mk COLLINGS (HovE), 1910, Lrp, (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION) —Creditors are require 
on or before Feb 3, to send in their names and addreses, and the particulars of their 
debts and claims to Roy M. Pembridge, 48, Copthall av, liquidator. 

KRUMLIN MILL Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to George Henry 
Walker, 37, Southgate, Halifax, liquidator. 

LIDGETT COLLIERY Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before. Feb 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Wilfred Harold Copley, 22, Moorgate st, Rotherham. Hewitt, 
Barnsley, solor to the liq :idator, 

RuaBy ScHOOL ELecrric Ligatine Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 7 
to send in their names and addresees, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur Edward Donkin, Rugby, liquidator, 

WINox, Lrp (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to Louis 
Campbell Johnston, 65, London Wall, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 26. 


NORTHEND SYNDICATE, LTD. 

NORMAN Box Co. Lip. 

HEYwood Wrst END WORKING MEN’s CLUB Co, LTD. 
SUppIA RoAp T#a Co LTD, 

New WHEAL ELIZA Consois, Lrp, (IN LIQUIDATION) 
NEW VESSEL, LTD. 

FoaRD SHIPPING Co, LTD, 

J. B. JENKINS & Co, Lrp. 

BURTON Rink Co, LTD. . 

WATSON, WOODHEAD AND WAGSTAFFE, Ltp, (Amalgamation), 
PREMIER MEDICAL AID ASSOCIATION, LTD, 

ARNOLD KATERK & Co, LTD, 

L. R. G. SYNDICATE, LTD, 

KIMBALLS, LTD. 

BARRON'S CEMENT Co, LTD. 

G. H. HOWELL & Co, LTD. 


London Gazette. —Tuxrspay, Jan. 30, 


PoRT ARGENTINE HARBOUR & RAILWAY CO, LTD. 
RAPID PRINTING Co (RICHMOND) LTD. 

NORTH WALES MARITIME WORKS LTD, 
SANDHILL SHIPPING Co. LTD, 

PARAGON MusIo HALL, LTD. 

BERNASCONT’S EXPERT BAZAAR FITTING Co, LTD, 
WI ox, LrD. 

BLITAR RUBBER SYNDICATE, LTD. 

POPULAR CARD Co, LTD. 








VAUGH \N ENGINEERING INSSALLA'IONS, LTD 
Newport Duiry Co, Lp. 

EsME COLLINGS (HOVE) 1910, LTD. 
Up-to-DATE PICTURE PALACES, LTD, 

“ GORSEDD " STEAMSHIP CO, LTD. 

“ LLoyp” CoprE« Co, LTD, 

INNESMOOR STEAMSHIP Co, LTD, 


aS 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cai. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 26. 
ALBISTON, MaRy, Heaton Mersey, Lancaster Mar 14 Earle & Co, Manchester 
ANGUS, JOHN GEORGE, Leytonstone, Essex Feb 26 Twyford, Moorgate st 
BARTLETT, EDITH ADA ExizA, Richmond, Surrey Mar 9 Skewes-Cox & Co, Rich- 
mond : 
BowxR, JOHN GEORGE, Leicester Feb 23 Oliver, Leicester 
CARVER, THOMAS, Birkdale Feo 26 Colher & Co, Manchester 
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CLARK, EoWARD GgorGE, Woodditton, Cambridge, AMInstCE Feb 14 Ennion & 
Ennion, Newmarket 

COOMBES, MARGARET EUNICE Brentford Feb 25 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeant’s inn 

Crozier, C lonel RICHARD PEARSON, Yarmouth, I of W Mar 15 Stevens & Drayton, 
Queen Victoria st 

DANIELS, Robext Ernest, Hemsby, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 10 Ferrier & Ferrier, 
Great Yarmouth 

EWBANK, FRANCIS, Queen Anne st, Cavendish sq Feb 283 Bowman & Hayward, | 
Arundel st 

FLeTcHEeR, THOMAS, Hyde, Chester Feb 29 Slater, Hyde 

Foster, MARY, Clifton pl, Hyde Park Mar 6 Simpson & Bowen, New Broad st | 

FREEMAN, WILLIAM, Holbeach, Farmer Feb 14 Calthrop & Harvey, Holbeach 

FRIEDLANDER, OTTO MAX RICHARD, Manchester, Butter Merchant Mar 5 Addleshaw 
& Co, Manchester 

GALE, JOHN, Southbourne on Sea, Hants Mar2} Hargraue & Barrett, John st, Bedford 
row 





‘0 
GILES, Loutsa, Reigate F+b 14 Smith, Reigate 
CGOODLIFFE, GEORGIANA, Edgware rd Feb 15 Danger, Seymour pl, Bryanston sq | 
GREEN, Rev NOAH, Hollingworth, Chester Feb 29 Slater, H®ile 
— JOSEPH CHARLES, East Molesey, Surrey Feb26 Sherwood & Co, Kingston on 
Ames 
HALLE, JULIE, Brighton Marl Radford & Frankland, Chancery In 
H&RB:T, CHARLES EpwakpD, likley, Yorks Marl Scott & Co, Bradford 
Hueues, EpitH Mary, Sevenoaks Marl Gray & Dodsworth, York | 
HUMPHRYS, WALTER, Brooklyn, King's County, New York, USA Marl Buller & Cross, | 
Birmingham 
INGILBY, SARA DULCIBELLA, Middieham, Yorks Mar 31 Maughan, Middlieham 
IREVES, ERNEST CHARLES, Pewsey. Wilts Feb24 Dixon & Mason, Pewsey 
Jones, THOMAS JAMES, Cardiff Feb 29 Coxon, Cariiff 
KATELEY, ELIZABETH ANN, Danbury, Essex April 30 Kerly & Co, Austin friars 
LING, ELIzaBers, Holt, Norfolk Feb26 Goodchild, Norwich 
LITTLE, MARY ANN, Newport, Mon Mari Lewis, Newport, Mon 
MIDDLETON, LEONARD MIDDLETON, Albert Bridge rd, Battersea, Insurance Broker 
Marl Hammond & Beningfield, New Broad st 
Moorg, = ANN TILLER, Lymington, Hants Mar 9 Sharp & Symonds, Bourne- 
mout 
OAKEY, Epwin, Gloucester Feb 19 Franklin & Jones, Gloucester 
PALMER, THOMAS. East Stonehouse, Devon Feb 5 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
PEPPIN, SARAH, Hertford rd, Lower Edmonton Mari Wood & Sons, Eastcheap | 
PERCY, REUBEN, Greenside rd, Shepherd's Bush, Contractor Feb 22 Murshal & Co, 
| 





King st, Hammersmith 

POUNDER, THOMAS, Hartlepool, Shipwright Mar 9 Belk, West Hartlepool 

KHODES, JOHN, Chipping, Lancaster Marl Clarke & Son, Preston 

smenge, ELIZABETH HOLLAND, Leighton Buzzard Mar 25 Staniland & Son, Boston, 
ines 

SHARP, JOSEPH, Lincoln Feb 24 Hebb & Sills, Lincoln 

SMITH, ADAM, Redhill, Surrey Feb 29 Grece & Patten, Redhill 

SMITK, EDWIN, Grosvenorsq Feb22 Witham « Co, Gray's inn sq 

STANDEN, MARY JAN»«T, Morshead mans, Maida Vale Mari Emanuel, Pembriige gdns 

SUTCLIFF, HARRIET HELAH, Bessborough gdns Mars Fladgate & Co, Craig’s court, 
Charing Cross 

WEBBERLEY, JOHN Lewis, Stafford, Builders’ Merchant Feb 29 Marshall & Co, Stoke 
upon Trent 


WILKS, JoHN JACKSON, Bromley, Kent, Barrister April 1 Hughes & Sons, John st, 
Bedford row 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 30. 


ABRAHAMS, EMMA PENROSE, Talbot rd, Paddington Mar 1 Hilbary & Son, South sq, 
Gray's inn 

ADDBRLBY, THOMAS, Liverpool Mar 2 Adderley, Longton 

AITKENS, Rey ALBERT, Boscombe, Bournemouth Mar 12 Druitt, Bournemouth 


BARKER, SARAH, Trefriw, Carnarvon Feb 14 Jones, Llanrwst 
naam. ANNE MARGARET, Cheltenham Mar 1 Gordon & Marley, Broad Street 
ouse 
BENTLEY, MICHAEL JouN, Sheffield, Chemist Mar 3 Fernell & Son. Sheffield 
— LovIsa ANN, Southborough, Kent Mar 1 Johnstone & Wiley, Duke st, St 
ames 
BROWN, MARGARET, Kirkwhelpington, Northumberland Feb 28 Aitchison & Syms 
Newcastle upon Tyne ‘ 
BROWN, ROBERT, Kirkwhelpington, Northumberland Feb 28 Aitchison & Syms, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
BURTON. EVERILDA MARYANNE, Eastbourne Mar 8 Peele & Co, Shrewsbury 
BURTON, Rev ROBERT LINGEN, Sutton Coldfield Mar 8 Peele & Co, Shrewsbury 
CHANDLER, FANNY, Edgbaston, Birmingham Feb 29 Cottrell &Son, Birmingham 
CULVER, SUSANNAH, Halstead, Essex Feb 15 Surridge & Smith, Halstead, Essex 
DUDER, Mrs. ConsTaNcA, Carlton hill, Marylebone Mar 31 Lyne & Holman, Great 
Winch -ster st 
EVERETT, ARTHUR JOHN, Diss, Norfolk Marl Gvodchild, Norwich 
GILL, LOVETT, Sevenoaks Marl Lee & Co, Birmingham 


| GLANVILL, 'HOMAS, Richmond Hill, Jamaica Feb 13 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 


GOLDING, EMILY FELIZA, Cheltenham Mar 15 Meade-King & Co, Bristol 
GREEN, JOHN, St Helens, Lancs, Draper Mar 9 Wall & Son, Wigan 
GREEN, WILLIAM, Leeds, Grocer Mari Harland, Leeds 


| GREENE, HENRY CAMPBELL, Launceston, Corawall, Mining Engineer Feb 29 Brook, 


Dacre House, Arundel st 
on om Farncombe, nr Godalming, Oil Merchant Mar 1 Albery & Lucas, 
idhurst 
Hott, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Shrewsbury Mar 8 Peele & Co, Shrewsbury 
HOUGHTON, GEORGINA MARIAN, Bournemouth Mar9 Cure & Ball, Clement's inn 
HUGHES, ELLEN ANN, Malvern, Worcester Feb28 Rogers, Malvern 
IssoTT, SARAH, Harrogate Marl Harland, Leeds 
KEARNS, GEORGE, Hatton pl, Edgware rd Feb 29 Shien & Co, Bedford row 
KEIGHL&Y, WILLIAM GEORGE MacGregor, Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturer 
Feb 29 Owen & Bailey, Huddersfield 
KENWORTHY, EDWARD LEES, Manchester Marl Brett & Co, Manchester 
LAWSON, Isaac, Godiiman st Mari Hilbery & Son, South sq, (iray’s ion 
LICHTENSTADT, AUGUST, Grosvenor st Mar4 Preston, Culeman st 


| Luoyp, HomMenrey, Lianwddyn, Montgomery Feb 29 Roberts, Lian‘yllin 
| Lona, JULIA, Queen's rd, Battersea Feb 29 Holt, Purley 


Lucas, WILLIAM, Blackourn, Coal Dealer Feb 24 Cook & Co, Blackburn 

MACDONALD, MARGARET ETHEL, Lincoln's ian flelds Mar 1 Hilbery & Son South sq 

MACKINNON, DUNCAN CHARLES, Eastbourne Marl Glover, St Mary Axe 

eo GusTAV#, Cap d’Alpes Maritimes, Frince Feb 18 Stibbara & Co, Leaden- 
all st 


| MILNgS, WILLIAM NORTON, Ilkley, York Mar 1 Harland, Leeds 


MovUAT, THOMASINA SOMERS, Manchester Mar 13 Sale & Co, Manchester 
PaGE, LOUISA CROW, Great Yarmouth Mar 9 Diver & Preston, Great Yarmouth 


| PaGe, SHERWOOD WILLIAM, Oby, Norfolk, Farmer Mar9 Diver & Preston, Great 


Yarmouth 

PALMER, ELIZABETH, Wotton Without, Gloucester Mar 1 Langley Smith & Son 
Gloucester 

PooLe, EDWARD JOHN, Sussex gdns, Hyde Park Mar2 Paxon, Norfolk st 


| 
| 
| 
| SHICKLE, JAMES, North Tuddeaham, Norfolk, Farmer Marl Cooper & Co, Dereham 
. : SKky, Henry, Brighton Mar 1_ Tibbits, Brighton 
WEBLEY, SARAH, Westbury on Trim, Bristol Mar 1 Thompson, Bristol | Smita, Henry Jos, Lowestoft, Pawnbroker Forthwith Reeve & Mayhew, Lowesto!t 
| SPARKS JAMES, Bradford on Avon, Wilts, Solicitor Feb 26 Bevir & Sons, Wootton 


Bassett 


Twiea, ANN, Chesterfield, Derby Feb 29 Ward & Co, Chesterfield 


WALFo .D, JOHN ASHTON HéeNSHAW, Ruyton Towers, nr Shrewsbury, Salop Mar 8 


Peele & Co, Shrewsbury 
WALFORD, JouN HENSHAW NICKSON, Ruyton, Salop Mar8 Peele & Co, Shrewsbury 


WEATHERALL, HARRY, Middlesbrough, Marine Engineer Feb 27 Dawes, Middles- 


brough 











Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Jan. 26, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asviwatt, Josrea, Bucknall, Hanley, Colliery Owner 
Haaley Pei Aug5 Ord Jan 2 

Bacxert, Joseva James, Philpot in Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 23 

Benrcry, Joux Taomas, Kingston upon Hull, Fruit Dealer 
Kingston upoa Hull Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Bensives, Geosas Wise, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner and 
Builder Kingston upon Hall Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 74 

Baooxes, Wictiam, Nottingham, Bookmuker's Clerk 
Nottingham Pet Jaa 22 urd Jan 22 


Cusaver, Geonoe Hatt, Taccley, Oxford, Blacksmith | 


Oxford Pet Jan24 Ord Jaa 24 

Cooks, Geonas, Tattenhall, Cnester, Dairyman Liverp ol 
Pet Jan 22 Ori Jan 22 

Covssoux, Lieut G F, Glouatester ter, South Kensington 
High Court Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 23 

Caorr, Paacy Daaxaao, Liscard, Chester, Hosier Birken- 
head Pot Jan 20 Ord Jan 22 

Dosranr, Joux, Nettlebed, Henley on Thames Wands- 
worth Pet Jan 23 urd Jan 23 

Kvans, Evay, Merthyr Tyddiil, Mas m’s Foreman Morthyr 
ftydfil vet Jan 23 rd Jan 23 

Paasks, Peacy, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet Jan 22 
Ocd Jan 22 

Faersstos, Samuet, Bungay, Suffslk, Cora Chaadler 
Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 23 Ori Jaa 23 

Fussec., Srvoaat Hussar, Hafod, Swansea, Confectioner 
Swanses Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Goowts, LG, Mitcham rd, West Croydon, Baker CroyJon 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 23 


Carri, Josera, Birkenhead, Liceased Victaaller Birken- | 


head Pet Jan6 Ord Jan v4 

(iatrriras, Hvod, Shottoa, F.unts, Ship’sCarpanter Choster 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jaa 22 

Latsipay, Wittiam, Walmgate, Yorks York Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 

Heata, Hatper Jessre, Silver st, Falcon sq, Liceasad Vic- 
tuslier High Court PetJan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Henscey, Hexay Aantava, Southea, Hants, Motor 
Bagiaver Portsmouth Pet jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Herressratte and Bauce, Staniey, nr Wakefaid, Grocars 
Waketield Pet Jan v Ord Jan 22 

Jouvsos, Samvuet Jous, Great Yarmouth, Fishing Boat 
Owner Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Kuro, Hasay, Horace Kiwo, and Mavoaa Kiva, Sheffi-ld, 
Rollers Sheffield Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Lamsovawe, Cuaates, Wimborne, Dorset, Bootmaker 
Poole Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


gpean, Haray Epwiy, Portswood, Southampton, Builder 

Southampton vet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Le Verrier, Cuaupe Buacksvas, Southbourne, Bourne- 
mouth, Dental Surgeon Pvole Pet Jan 22 Ord 
Jan 22 | 

Levy, Isaac, Newbridge, Mon, Furniture Dealer New- | 
port, Mon Pet Jaa 22 Ord Jan 22 ; 

Maesus, Davip Georot Henay, Birmingham, Cast Iron 
Welder Birmingham Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Marcus, Moses, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Jan 22 | 
Ord Jaa 22 | 

Maaces, Daniec, Pocklington, Yorks, Fish Dealer York 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Mavit, Hevay Joay, High st, Acton, Baker Bren‘ford 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 ; 

Moaatsox, Joas, Golders Greea rd, Hampitead, Ch mist 
Higa Court Pet Decl8 Ord Jan 24 | 

Muse», Acesar Eowaap, Mark In, Vinezar Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 26 

Newsoy-Suctu, Ceci Coement, 8t He'ens pl, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Dee i2 Ord Jan 24 

Nicaousos, Witttam Acraep, Wisbech Saint Mary, Cim- | 
briige, Farmer King’s Lyon Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Pager, Joas Ora», Thorp: Sstchville, Leiceatee Leicester 
Pet Jan2t Ord Jan 26 : 

Patcurs, Hexeay Rivers, Swansea High Court Pet Dec | 
2) Ord Jan 24 

Raocurre, Joan James, Tonvpindy, Glam, Fruiterer 
Poatypridi Pet Jaa2i Ord Jan 26 

Rirasose, Geoace, Northwich, Cheshire, Stonemsason 
Nantwich Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

Ray, Jonas Roweat, Bury, Huatiagion Peterborough Pet 
Jan'44 Ocd Jan 26 

Ripury, Henay, Penygraig, Glam, Colliery Roadmaa 
Pontypridi Pet Jan 22 Ord Jaa 22 

Rosears, AaTave Tuomas, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victual- | 
ler Shrewsbury PetJan22 Ord Jan 22 

topeats, Caances Henay, Blaenau Festiniog, M2rioneth 
shire, Qiarrymsa Portmidoc Pet Jaa 23 Ord 
Jaa 23 } 

Roecars, Bicaarv, Teoedyrhiw, Glam, Colliery Ripp2r | 
Morthye Tydtt Pet Jan 22 Ord Jaa 22 | 

Seacanr, Apaanam, Oxford st, Whitechapel, Manager to a 
Clothier High Court Pet Jan22 Ord Jaa 22 

Spexcesa, Jonw Gevacs, Barnard Castle, Darham, Cycle 
Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet Jaazz Ord Jan 22 

Sroor, Nataas, Delta st, Gossett st, Bethaal Green, 
Cabia t Maker High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jaa 22 

Taomas, Jons, Fochriw, Glam, Colliery Foreman, Merthyr 
Tyifil Pet Janls Ocd Jan 2h 

Taomesox, Heasear Arog, Kingston upon Hull, Auctioneer 
Kingston upon Hall Ord Jan 12 Ord Jan 22 

Titutse, Leoxarp, Eowargp, Porth, House Decorator | 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 | 





FIR3T MEETINGS. 


BaXenvAce, Josgra, Bolton, Grocer Feb5at11 Off Rec, 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Beytcey, Jous Tuomas, Kin m upon Hull, Fruit Deater 
Feb 6 at 11.30 Otf Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull ft 

Baistey, Caarues, Balham High rd, Bulham, Licensed 
Victualler’s Manager Feb 7 at 11.30 132, York rd, 
Westminster B -idge rd 

Cocaas, Eouunp Tuomas, St Nicholas, nr Cowbridge, 
Glam, Farmer Feb 5 at 12.15 117, St Mary st, Uar- 
aiff 


| Covarovx, Lieut G F, Gloucester ter, South K -nsingtoa, 


Feb5at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st : : 
Craorr, Paacy Draxarp, Liscard, Chester, Hosier Fe 6 
at it Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


| Evans, Evay, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydtil, Mison’s Foreman, 


Feb 9 at 12 Off Rec, County Court, Towa Hall 
Merthyr Tydtil 

Feaxks, Peacy, Harrogate, Grocer Feb 5at2.30 Of Ree, 
The R-4 House, Daacombe pl, York 

Garreiras, Hues, 3h tcon, Fiiats, Ship's Carpanter Feb 3 
at 12 Cryptchmb-s, Uhas'ter 

Hacupay, Witttam, Yorks Fed7at3 OF Re, The Red 
House, Daacombe pl, York 

Hawoox, Faeogaick James, Penarth, Eaginesr Feb5at 3 
117, 3t Mary st, Cardiff 

Heara, Hitose Jessie, Silver st, Falcon sq] Febd6 at il 
Bankrupxy bldgs, Carey st 

Jouty, Atragp, Cire, Suffolk, Butcher Feb 5at3 Bell 
Hotel, Clare, Suff lk 

Lameovuane, Caarces, Wimbourne, Dorsst, Bootmaker 
Feb5at2 100, High st (drat floor), Poole ‘ 

Lepeen, Hasry Bowen, Portswood, South umpton, Builder 
Fob3 acsll Off Rec, Midland Bank cimbrs, High s', 
Soathamp‘oa 


| ue Veaates, Ccavos Bracksvay, South>ourns, Bourne- 


mouth Dats Sargeon Feb5at3.30 Arcade chmbre 
(fess floor), Bournem>ath 

Lowe, Caomas Aarava, Melfort rd, Thornton Heath, 
Hosier Feb 7 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge ri 

Locxaam, Joan Heway, Stoke, Davonport, Cook:d Meat 
Salesnan Feb5at3.30 7, Bucklaad ter, Plym uth 

Maacus, Moses, Liverpool, Tailor Fzb 6 at 12 Off Bee, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Maaces, Dawiet, Procctington, Yorks, Fish Dealer Feb 5 
at 3.15 Of Reo, Tae hea ouse. Daacombe pl, Yorks 

Mansa, Haury, Barcow io Furness, Cycle Repairer Feb 3 
at 11.15 Off Rec, lo, Corawallis st, Barrow ia Farness 

Mitos, W G, Broad Street house Feb6at 12 Bankrapxy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Miswey, Taomas, Rushien, Leather Dealer Feb 3 at 12 
Off Rac, Tae Parade, Northampton 


— + = So oe 


Ai 
B. 
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INSURANCE 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, 








BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the 
NE ET AY 





FIRE 


SOCIETY 


Lop. 
London, W.C. 





attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire. 
Domestic Servants. 


Personal Accident and Disease. 


Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


DIRECTORS— 





Third Party. 


Workmen's Comcensation, including 
Plate Glass. 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNEON, Eaq.. J.P., Chotrman (f rmerly of Jobnscn, Raymond-Rerker & Co., Linco!n’s Inn). 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 

H. D. BEWES, Esq. (bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedfood Row.| RONALD PEAK 

¥F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, Ksq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
ENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fielder. 


Westminster. 


THOMAS RAWLE, 


E 
JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq (Morrell, Fon & Peel 
Eeq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 


. (Bider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln’s Inn. 


Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Pattereon & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 
, Esq. (Peake, Pird, (olline & -_ Bedford Row. 


, Oxford, 


E. 8 FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,| J. E. W. RIDER : ‘ 
GEORGE L. STEWART, Erq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


Westminster. 


Cc, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

W. A. T. HALLOWES, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

A . (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 

E, CARLETON HOLMES, Esq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & 8on), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEK, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
DILLON R, L, LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 

FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Ftreet 


EDWIN HART 


SECRETARY-H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 








The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tathem & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R. W. TWEEDIE, Feq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. 

fir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 
E. H, WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 
requirements of, the Legal Profe:sion, INVITES 


This Society, consequent eon its close connection with, and ¢excepticral experierce of the 
APPLICATIONS FOR AUERCIES FROM SOLICHIORS, 10 WHUM TI 1S ABLE 10 OFFER SFECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


business on the most fa.ourable terms. 


Forms and full infurmation may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 


offered to the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


lt enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


Prospectuses and Proposal 








Morersox, Jony, Golders Green rd, Hampstead, Chemist 
Feb 5 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Mowro, Atsert Epwarp, Mark In, Vinegar Merchant 
Feb 6at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Newson Sartu, Ceci Ciement, St Helen’s place, Solicitor 
Feb 6at1 Bankruptcy blégs, Carey st 

Nicnoits, Roserrt CHarurs, Great Yarmouth, Fishing 
Boat Owner Feb 5 at 2.45 Star Hotel, Great Yar- 
mouth 

Noos, Faancts Jouny, Carlton, Notts, Painter Feb 3 at 11 
Off Reo, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Patiurs, Heway Rivers, Swansea Feb 7 at 11.30 Bank- 
ruptev bldg:, Carey st 

Pim, Micaart Haxuert, Colston Bass2tt Vicarage, Not*s 
Feb7atil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Paice, Davin Hareies, Talley, Carmarthen, Innkeeper 
Feb 13 at 11.30 Off Rec. 4, Queen st. Carmarthen 

Riotey, Hewxry, Penygraig, Glam, Colliery Roadman 
Feb 5 at 11.15 St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine’s 
st, Pontypridd 

Ronerts, Antave Taomas. Shrewsbury Licensed Victualler 
Feb "10 at 12.45 Off Rec, 22, Swanhill, Shrewsbury 

Ropgats, Ricnagp, Troedyrhiw, Glam, Colliery Ripper Feb 8 
at 11,15 8t Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine’s st, 
Pontypridd 

Seacar, Apaanam, Gore rd, Victoria Park, Manager to a 
Clothier Feb7at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Souta, James Epwarpv Little Hale Fen, Lincs, Farmer 
Feb 6 at 12.15 Off Rec,4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Srarce, Wittiam Joun, Helston, Cornwall, Builder Feb 9 
at 4 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Stroop, Natsay, Delta st, Gossett st, Bethnal Green, 
Cabinet Maker Feb 7 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Taomas, Jouy, Fochriw, Glam, Colliery Foreman Feb 7 
at ed Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr 


Tuorstey, Atpert, Cockermouth, Printer and Bookseller 
Feb 5 at 2.45 Court House, Cockermouth 

Trtt1"G, Lzowagp Enwarp, Porth, Glam, House Decorator 
Feb 8 at 12 St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine's st, 
Pontypridd 

Vivtay, Emma Louisa, Liskeard, Cornwall Feb 5 at 3.15 
7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Warsow, Epwarp A.zert, Herne Bay, Coal Merchant 
Feb 3 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
foam, = Lewis, Margate High Court Pet Dec 12 


Barnes, Cecrt Hamtttox, Knowle, Bristol, Theatrical 
Manager Bristol Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 23 

Bextiey, Joux Taomas, Kingston upon Hull, Fruit Dealer 

i mupon Hull Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Besaipcr, Gsoxor Wise, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner 
Kingston upon Gull Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Booamam, Hewry Sypwey, Bertam rd, Hendon, Caterer’s 
Assistant Barnet Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 23 

Braooxes, Witttam, Nottingham, Bookmaker’s Clerk 
Nottingham PetJan 22 Ord Jan 22 








Catvert, Jacos, Clayton le -Moors, Builder Blackburn 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 20 

Capron, Capt Grorae, West Drayton, Middlesex Windsor 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 23 

Curver, Georce Haut, Tackley, Oxford, Blacksmith Ox- 
ford Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 


Cooxe, Grorce Liverpool, Dairyman Liverpool Pet Jan | 
22 


Jan 22 
Cooper, Exizasetn, Jeffery’s ri, Clapham Hastings Pet 
Dec 20 Ord Jan 23 
Crort, Percy Daaxarp, Liscard, Chester, Hosier Birken- 
head Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 22 
Durrant, Joan, Nettlebed, Henley on Thames Wands- 
worth Pet Jan 23 (rd Jan 23 


MUNRO, ALBERT EDWARD, Mark In, Vinegar Merchant 


Evans, Evay, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Mason’s Foreman 


Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Franks, Percy, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet Jan 22 
Ord Jan 22 

Fareston, Samvert, Bungay, Suffolk, Corn Chandler Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Fussett, Stuart Hvuserat, Hafod, Swansea, Wholesale 
Confectioner Swansea Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


| THOMPSON, HERBERT 


Grirrrras, Huan, ShottonfFlints, Ship's Carpenter Chester | 


Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Haturmpay, Wittram, Walmgate, Yorks 
23 Ord Jan 23 

Haart, Ernest W, Windsor Windsor Pet Oct 19 Ord 
Jan 24 

Heara, Hatpee Jesste, Silver st, Falcon sq H'gh Court 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 23 


York Pet Jan 


Hemswortn, Grorae Atpert WaAtKer, Barwick-in-Elmet, 


Yorks, Builder York Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 23 
Henstey, Hewry Arrave, Southsea, Hants, Motor 
Engineer Portsmouth Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Jackson, Minnie, Porth,Glam Pontypridd Pet Nov 28 

Ord Jan 24 


Jounson, Samvuet Joan, Great Yarmouth, Fishing Boat | 


Oener Great Yarmouth Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 


Jones, SamuEL, Coseley, Staffa Dudley Pet Dec 15 Ord | 
22 


Jan 22 

Kiyo, Hargy, Horace Kiva, and Manoan Krva, Sheffield, 
Rollers Sheffivld Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Lampougng, CaarLtes, Wimborne, Dorset, Bootmaker 
Poole Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 94 

Lesers, Haery Epwin, Portswood, Southampton, Builder 
Southampton Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan24 

Urvy, Isaac, Newbridge, Mon, Furniture Dealer Newport, 
Mon Prt Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

MAGNUS, DAVID GEORGE HENRY, Birmingham, Cast Iron 
Welder Birmingham Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
NICHOLSON, WILLIAM ALFRED, Wisbech St Mary, Cam- 
bridge, Farmer King’s Lynn Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
RADCLIFFE, JOHN JAMES, Tonypandy, Glam, Wholesale 
Fruiterer Pontypridd Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
RAY, JOHN RopeERT, Bury, Huntingdon Peterborough 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


| RIDLEY, Henry, Penygraig, Glam, Colliery Roadman 
Jan 2 


Pontypridd Pet Janu 22 Ord Jan 22 
ROBERTS, CHARLES HENRY, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth- 
shire, Quarryman Portmadoc Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
ROBERTS, RICHARD, Troedyrhiw, Glam, Colliery Ripper 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
SEAGAR, ABRAHAM, Oxford st, Whitechapel, Manager to 
a Clothier High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
SPENCER, JOHN GEORGE, Barnard Castle, Durham, Cycle 
Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Stoop, NATHAN, Delta st, Gossett st, Bethnal Green, 
Cabinet}Maker High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Hyp#, Kingston upon Hull, 
Auctioneer Kingston npon Hull Pet Jan12 Ord 
Jan 22 
THOMPSON, 'JCHN ALFRED, Coal exchange, Bil.ingsgite 
High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan 22 
TILLING, LEONARD EDWARD, Porth, Glam, House Decorator 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Woop, JOSEPH TERTIUS, Manchester, Civil Engineer Man- 
chester Pet Aug 3 Ord Jan 23 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


BROWN, EDWARD ARTHUR, Keighley Bradford 

Aprile Annul Jan 23 
London Gazette.—Tuesvar, Jan. 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ADAMS, W E J, Fenchurch st, Tailor High Court Pet 
Sept 30 Ord Jan 2 

ALLPORT. HARRY, O.d Hill, Stafford, Baker Dudley Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

BABBAGE, WILLIAM JAMES, Lincoln, Milliner 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

BOND, ALFRED, Northampton, General Dealer Northamp- 
ton Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

CAUSLEY, CHARLES RICHARD, Teignmouth, Lodging house 
Keeper Ex ter Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

CHADWICK, JOHN WILLIAM, Walsden, Todmorden, Cotton 
Manufacturer Burnley Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 26 


Adjud 


Lincoln 


CHEAL, EDWARD, Regina rd, Southall, Grocer Windsor 


MARCUS, Moss, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Jan | 


22 Ord Jan 22 

MARLES, DANIEL. Pocklington, Yorks, Fish Dealer York 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

MAULL, Henry JOHN, High st, Acton, Baker Brentford | 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

MEARES, GEORGE GERALD KING, Hove, Sussex Brighton 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 24 

MoR'TON, Henry, Edenham st, Golborne rd, Kensal Rise, 
Grocer High Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 23 | 


Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 27 

CLAY, SHOLTO EVELYN, Nuneaton, Builder Coventry 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

DoNKIN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Hatter 
Middlesbrough Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 24 

DOUGLAS, PERCY SHOLTD (Marquess of Queensberry), 
Brook gr High Court Pet Aug 10 Ord Jan 2% 

EVANS, HENRIETTA, Dowlair, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


FISHER, E W & Sons. Romford rd, Blind Manufacturers 


High Court Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 26 
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Hartry, Hevray KeELwertT, Sloane gdis Windsor Pet 


Nov 16 Ord Dec 2 
Horcagn, ISAAc, Bradford, Picture Frame Maker 
ford Pes Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Jones, ARTHUR CrosBy, Chatham, Surgeon Rochester 
Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 
Jones, Ropert THOMAS, Balls Pond r!, Provision 
chant High Court Pe: Jani0 Ord Jan 26 
Jones, WILLIAM, Rhosbodraal, Carnarvon, Farmer 
gor Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
LIDDELL, LEVI ERNEST, Peterborough, Colliery 
Peterbwough Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
Lowk, Tom, Tenbury, Worcester, Farmer 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Nicsoturs, Arrucr THomas, Weston super Mare, 
Tob.conist Bridgwater Pet Nov 2) Ord Jan 26 
Parr, EpWARD JAMES, Dover st, Piccadilly High Court 
Pet Sept27 Ord Dec 12 
Prac, RicHARD Drxon, North Shields. Cart Proprietor 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 22 
PorTass, Joseru, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Machine Owner 
King’s Lyon Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan°’7 
PuryYev, WILLIAM GworGE Comproy, Northimpton 
tuilder Northampton Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 2% 
Riper, THOMAS Epwrick, Moorend, Cleckheaton, Yorks 
Baker Bradford Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
Rs ERS, Epwarp, Barnet Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Dect Ord Jan 2 
STIRLEY, AR HIBALD VI\CeNT 
Law Student Cardiff Pet 
SHRE! VE, ALFRED H, Derby 
Jan 26 
SIMPson, WILLIAY, Market Drayton 
Nantwich Pe Jan24 Ord Jan 2 
SiNGL"TON, Ropeet TH N, Blackbo 
Blackburn Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
SoLomon. L, White Lion +t, Norton Folg ite, 
Court Pet Jani Ord Jan 25 
STEVENS, Georark, Cocking, Sussex, Bri 
Br ghten Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
TWEEDAL®, Grovae LEACH, Rochdale 
24 Ord Jan 24 
West, Steruen. Thornton hill,¢ 
Canvasser Crosdon Pet Jan 2t 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
Lonton Gizette of Jan 19; 
FREDERICK JAMES, Relsize av, Hampstead, 
Brentford Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 17 
FIRST MERTINGS 
Apams, W EJ, Fenchurch st, Tailor 
ruptcy bligs, Carey st 
ARNOTT, Gronae WriLtaM, SheMeld, Provision 
Feb Sati12 Off Rec, Figtree In, SheMeld 
BECKETT, JosEPH JAMES, Philpotin Feb 9 at 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
BERRIpGr, Grorcke Wise, Kingston upon 
Feb 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City 
Lowgate, Hull 
BOORMAN, HENBY 
Assistant Feb 7 
Lon ton 
BROoKES, WILLIAM, 
Feb 7 at 12 Off Ree 
CAUSLEY, CHARLES RICHARD, Teignmouth 
Keeper Feb 8 at 12 Off Rex 9, 
Exeter 
DONKIN, CHARLES 
Feb 9 at 11.30 
Middlesbrough 
DURRANT, JouN, Henley on Thames 
York rd, We tminster Bridge rd 
Dove.as. Percy SHOLTO (Marquess of Queensberry) 
Brook Green Feb8 at12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey s' 
FIsuer, E W And Sons, Romford rd, F Gate, Blind 
Manufacturers Feb9 at ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
at 
FREESTON, SAMUEL, Bongay, 
12.30 Off Rec, 8. King st 
FUSSELL, STUART Husert, Hafod, Swansea, 
Confectioner F b 9 at 1! Off Rec, Government 
bidgs, “t Mary's st, Swansea 
Gopwin, L G. Mitcham rd, West Croydon, Baker 
at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Britge rd 
Green, Evwin Gronoe, Newbory, 
Feb Satil 1, St Aldates, Oxford 
GREGORY, CHARLES Aylesbury, Dealer in Horses 
ati2 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 


Brad- 


Me-- 


3an 


Agent 


KidJdermiuster 


Leckwith, nr Cardiff, 
Dec 15 Ord Jan 23 
Derby Pet Jan 


15 Ord 


Salop, Farmer 


MPS n, Mill Furn’s‘er 


Furrier High 


k Manufacturer 


Rochdal Pet Aug 
oy lon, Meat Salesman's 
Ord Jan 21 


JOHNSTON RE, 
Costumier 


Feb 9 at 12 Bank 


Dealer 


11.50 132 
Hull, Joiner 
Bank chmbrs, 


at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 


Nottingham, Bookmaker’s Clerk 
4, Castle pl. Park st 

Lodging House 
Bedford circus 


Hatter 
rd, 


Middlesbrough, 
hmbrs, Albert 


WILLIAM 
Off Rec, Court 


Feb 9 at 12 132 


rest 


Corn Chandler Feb 10 a 


Norwich 


Feb 9 


Feb 7 


iyDNEY, Bertram rd, Hendon, Caterer's 


| Intermediate and Final 
| devote a larger amount of his time to this branch of his 


Wholesale | 


Minma i's Assistant | 


GRIFFIN, Josern, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler Feb 
Tat ll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

HARLEY, HENRY KeLueit, Sloane gdns Feb9ati2 Of 
Ree, 14, Belford row 

Hensiuy, Hexry Artaur, Southsea, Hants, Motor 
Engineer Feb 8 at 3 Off Rec, Cam ridge junction, 
High st, Ports nouth 

HEPPENSTALL & EARLE, Stanley, nr Wakefield 
Fer7 at ll Off Ree, 21, King st, Wakefil.ld 

Horowen, 'saac, Bradford, Picture Frame Maker 
at 3.30 Off Rec. 12, Dake st, Bradford 

JouN, EDWARD ARTAUR 
Feb 7 at 12 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

JOMNSON, SAMUEL JouNn, Great Yarmouth, Fisinz Boat 

Feb 7at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Freperick JAMES, Relsize av, Hampstead, 
Costamier Feb7ati12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Jones RoBert THoMAS, Balls Pond rd, Provision Mer- 
chant FebSatit Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Levy, Isaac, Newbridge, Mon, Furniture Dealer Feb 7 
at 11 O/f Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

MaGyus, Davip Georak HENRY, Birmingham, Cast Iron 
Welder Feb 7 at 11.30 
poration st, Birming»am 

MAULG, Henry Jonny, High st, Acton, Baker 
Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Praag, RieHwarD Dixon. North Shields, Cart Proprietor 
Feb7 at 11 Off Roc, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 


Grocers 


Feb 7 


Owner 
JOANSTONE 


Feb 9 at 3 


ADMINISTRATIVE COUNTY OF SURREY. 
HE COUNTY COUNCIL of the 
Administrative County of Surrey are prepared to 
receive applications from candidates for the PO3T of 
“SUPERINTENDENT of the WEIGHTS and 

MEASURES ACTS, &c., STAFF.” 

His duty will be, under the direction of the General 
Purposes Committee and the Clerk of the Council. to 


| organise and superintend all the work of the County 


Cardiff, Con iment Manufacturer | 


Inspectors of Weights and Measures, &c., to examine, 
check, and certify their accounts and returns and to 
conduct all prosecutions; the County Inspectors - of 


| Weights and Measures are also Inspectors under the Sale 


| Hours 


Ruskin chmbra, 191, Cor- | 


| intendent, and 


RADCLIFFE, JounN JAMES, Tonypandy, Glam, Wholesale | 


Fruiterer chmbrs, 
Catherine st 
RATHBONE, GEOT 
Feb 7ati2 ¢ 


Fet 3 t Catherine's 


Cheshire, Sto-emason 
Rec. King st, Newcistle. Staffs 
Ripar. Tuomas EovwrickK, Cleckheaton, Yorks, 
Feb 7Zat 3 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
ROBERTS, CHARLES HEegRY, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioaeth’ 
Querryman Feb 7at12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
RoGERS, EDWARD, Barnet, Licensed Victualler Feb8 at 1 
Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
SMirn. WILLIAM EoWARD, Coventry, 
Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
Mon, L, White Lion st. Norton Folgate, Furrier 
Satil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
SPENCER, JoHN GroRrGE, Barnard Castle, Durham, Cycle 
Devler Feb7 at 3 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middl sbrough 
STEVENS, Groner, Cocking, Sussex, Brick Manufacturer 
Feb 9 at 12 (ff Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
VAUGHAN, THOMAS PHILIP, Ampthill, Beds, Licensed 
Vi-tualler Feb 7 at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, North- 
amoton 
WALKER, HENRY 
Feb 7 at 11.3) 
Middlesbrough 
Woop, JozEPH TERTIOS, Ashton on Meriey, Civil Enzineer 


Feb 7at3 Of Rec, Byrom st, M inchester. 
QOLicin IRS’ EXAMINATIONS. 
b GOODWIN G. BREEZE, of 35, Bucklersbury, 
London, E.C., Solicitor, having o»tained remarkable 


suecess in Coaching Students privately for the Solic'tors’ 
Examinations, has decided to 


Northwich, 


Suilder Feb 7 at 11 | 


30L Feb 


JAMEI 
ort 


Whitby, Yorks, Hotel Keeper 
Rc, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 





-Mr 


work. 
Mr. Breeze has been especially succeasfal with back- 


St | 


| expenses as he may 
Saker | 





ward students who, previously to being coached by him, 
had repeatedly failed at the examinations. 

Arrangements are mde for all cases in which, through 
want of avplication or other safficiont reason, individual 
tuition may prove neces-ary. 

Mr. Breeze requires & personal interview bsfore accept- 
ing any pupil. 

Terms on application. 





UNARTICLED CLERKS. 





Who desire to improve their position 
should write for useful and interesting 
‘* Gaide to the Law Clerks’ Certificate,’’ 


to— 





W. H. SANDERS, Esq., Solicitor, Secretary LonDoN ScHooL | 


or LAW, 55 and 66, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 





202nd Year of the Office. The 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 









































Cpeod frem Peley dated LB 


SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 
Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE, 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 


PLATE GLASS, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 


| 


| 
| 





of Food and Druzs Acts, the Explosive Acts, the Shop 
Acts, and are agents under the Fertilisers and 
Fee ling Stuffs Act, and being all-time officers are liable 
t» undertake such other duties, as may be prescribed by 
the County Council. 

The Superintendent (who must not be over 4° years of 
age, ani must obtain the Board of Trade certificate 
within four months of his appointment) will be required 
to enter upon his duties on the Ist July next, to devote 
the whole of his t'me to such duties as may from time 
t» time be prescribed by the County ‘ouncil, and to 
reside at some approved centre in the County; the 
appointment will be held during the pleasure of the 
Council, be subject to a quarter's notice by the Super- 
will not carry with it any right to a 
sune annuation allowance. 

The salary ‘will be £350 per annum, rising on satis- 
factory rep ort, by annual increasee of £19, to £45); the 
Superintendent will be reimbursed, according to County 
Scale B for the time being, for such actual and necessary 
properly incur in dis-harg» of his 
duties ; he will be required to give a bond, on approved 
security, for £200, and also to take out a guarantee policy, 
the premium for the latter being paid by the County 
Council. 

Applications, which must be made in the candidate's 
handwriting, and upon a form to be obtained from the 
undersigned, accompanied by copies of not more than 
three testimonia’s of recent date, and indorsed “sStath- 
mos,” must be delivered here not later than the 16th of 
March next. 

Personally canvassing members of the County Council 
will be held to disqualify a candidate. 

T. W. WEEDING, Clerk of the Council. 

County Hall, Kingston-on-Tham:s, January, 1912. 


“Plex” Duplicator. 


A Boon to Solicitors for making a lirge number of perfect 

cooies of Documents, Affid wits, Reports, Advi-+es, etc., 

without any troubl. or experienc, in black or other colours 
FVOLSCAP OUTFIT COMPLELIE, 4 &/- 


E. G. QUADRUPLEX, Ltd., 88, Coswell Rd., London. 














8.26% 
ESPe 


By APPOINTMENT 


MAPLE & GO 


FURNITURE 


OFFICES 
AND 


BOARD ROOMS 


AS 
Roll-top Desks 
Writing Tables 
Nests of Drawers 
Revolving Chairs 
Filing Cabinets 
Book-cases and Stands 
Hard-wear Carpets 


always on view at the 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
GALLERIES 


Catalogues Free 
LONDON 








PARIS 





























